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Ir wit be seen from the Vacation Notice, which we print 
elsewhere, that Mr. Justice Swrvren Eapy will act as Vacation 
Judge during the Easter Vacation and will sit in the King’s 
Bench Judges’ Chambers on Thursday, the 16th inst. 





Ir woutp se that the particular form of professional mis- 

conduct which consists in carrying on the business of a solicitor 
by means of an unqualified person is on the increase, if we 
may judge by the aim of cases under that head which have 
recently been brought before the court. This particular — 
of misconduct is directly hit by the Solicitors Acts, and 
very conveniently and He ay described by a ae 
has now become aperegeaee to designate a 
form of Pear eo a uct very similar in character 
connected with the medical profession—namely, ‘co se 
When a qualified medical practitioner employs an unq ified 
medical man as his assistant he is said to be ‘“‘ covering” 
him, and if the offence is proved to the satisfaction of 
the General Medical Council, he is liable to be struck 
off the register. It is easy to understand that this practice of 
“covering” may give rise to almost as serious evils in the 
legal as in the medical profession, though these evils are, 
of course, essentially different in character. It is satisfactory, 
therefore, to see that the Incorporated Law Society are proving 
increasingly vigilant in suppressing it, for there is reason to 
believe that it is in some quarters very much more widespread 
than is generally known. It is essential that in a profession 
which entails such close personal confidence as that of a solicitor 
it should not be put in the power of unqualified persons to 
= a position and authority to which they have no proper 
title 


Mr. Justice Buckiey has turned his attention to the verbose- 
ness and ae adopted in framing “ objects clauses” in the 
memorandum of association of a company. On an application, 
on the 28th ult., under the Companies (Memorandum of Asso- 
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ciation) Act, 1890, to alter the memorandum of association of a 
company by extending its objects, the learned judge is reported 
to have said that he did not think the Act was intended to 
be used for the purpose of introducing broad general expressions 


and powers such as were in the case before him sought to be 
introduced. 


of the things mentioned in section 1, sub-section 5, on evidence 


which should shew that the wish of the company was to be 
empowered to effect some definite object falling within one of 


the classes there mentioned. ‘‘ Unfortunately,’’ he said, ‘‘ there 
has grown up a lax practice of allowing many general clauses 
to be introduced into the memorandum by the use of this Act of 
Parliament, and it might be hard if I were to refuse brevi manu 
to do the same in the present case. Substantially, everybody 
who will be affected agrees to the alterations, a large majority of 
the shareholders desire them, and nobody objects. It is a 
flourishing company, and no one will be injuriously affected. 
But I desire to say that in future I shall look into these matters 
carefully to see whether the parties have brought their minds to 
bear upon the definite objects which they intend to undertake, 
and have expressed that intention in definite language; and 
further, that the objects fall within the clause of the Act to 
which I have referred.” 





Tue Attorney-GEeNERAL, in reply to a question from Sir H. 
Vincent, has stated that in his opinion it would not be practic- 
able to make the application of the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, 
compulsory, but has added that the question of the establish- 
ment of a public trustee might require consideration if the work- 
ing of the Act proved unsatisfactory. It does not appear what 
would be regarded by the Government as sufficient proof that 
the working of the Act has been unsatisfactory. Possibly the 
number of applications for the appointment of a judicial trustee 
which have been made since the passing of the Act would throw 
some light upon the subject. With regard to the establishment 
of a public trustee, the opinion expressed by Lord Liypizy in 
his evidence before the Committee on Trusts Administration in 
1895 is not encouraging: ‘‘If you have an official trustee, or 
anybody else, who is not a friend of the family, and does not 
know the facts, he cannot act except upon evidence, which 
means money. If Iam the executor of a friend and have to 

ay his debts and legacies I have, as a private 
individual, to act upon evidence that you cannot expect an 
official to act upon at all. I know his children. Supposing I 
were the administrator and had to divide his money amongst his 
next-of-kin, I should know them, and if I knew them I should 
hand over the money and there would be no difficulty at all. 
In the simplest possible case, if you draw in an official he wants 
evidence. It is not the fault of the official, it is the fault of the 
.’ And it should not be forgotten that there is 
already in the Chancery Division machinery for the administra- 
tion of trust estates. 





A pecision of much interest with regard to the legislative 
— of the Crown in colonies acquired by occupancy has just 
given at Singapore. A Chinaman had been indicted before 

the Chief Justice of the Straits Settlements for the murder of 
another Chinaman at one of the Cocos or Keeling Islands, which 
are governed by the Straits Settlements, but do not form part of 
that colony. The Cocos Islands are small coral islands, valuable 
for their plantations of cocoanut trees, but containing very few 
Europeans. The Governor of the Straits Settlements had, in 
the exercise of powers given by letters patent under the Great 
Seal in 1886, made regulations for the Cocos Islands which 
provided that the Supreme Court of the Straits Settlements 
should have jurisdiction over all criminal offences committed 
within those islands. Objection was now taken that the court 
had no jurisdiction over the offence, and the Chief Justice, upon 
consideration, held that this objection must prévail. he 
Cocos Islands were not acquired by conquest or treaty, 
but by occupation; and when Englishmen form settlements 
in some aninhabited country, the principle is well established 
that they introduce English laws and liberties or so much 


It was intended to enable the court to alter 
memoranda of association by enabling companies to do some 


by the common law the Sovereign has no such legislatiy. 
right over such settlements as would enable him to 

a law by which a prisoner could be brought to trial in, 
country remote from that in which the offence was alleged 
have been committed. It is true that the British Settlemeny 
Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vict. c. 54), gave power to the Sovereign ty 
confer on any court in any British possession criminal jurisdic. 
tion in respect of any matters occurring in any British settle 
ment, but it was expressly provided that this power should hs 
exercised by Order in Council to be laid before both Houses of 
Parliament. The letters patent were therefore not in ep. 
formity with the Act, and did not give the Governor of th. 
Straits Settlements authority to alter the law of the Oogg, 
Islands. We cannot but regret the conclusion which the judge 
felt himself bound to draw from the language of the Act. The 
case seems to tura upon the distinction between the island being 
incorporated with, and forming part of, the colony, or being 
merely governed by the colony. And it seems a strange pn. 
position that a little coral island, simply because it has bee 
settled by a few Englishmen, should possess greater privileges 
than a large and populous territory which has been acquired by 
conquest. 





BuiLpine conTRActrs which make the certificate of the archi- 
tect or engineer a condition emcee to the right of the 
contractor to recover any sum whatever under the contract are 
often the subject of litigation, and attempts are continually 
made to discover some legal ground by which the certificate may 
be impeached. In all these cases we may safely assume that 
the object of the building owner, in requiring that the amount 
payable under the contract shall be settled by a practical man 
to be appointed by him, is wholly to remove the consideration of 
this matter from a jury. The minute claims and counterclaims 
which arise under a building contract cannot be satisfactorily 
disposed of at nisi prius, and the defendant, rightly or wrongly, 
fears that the ordinary juryman will cut the matter short by 
finding a verdict for the amount claimed. Two cases which 
have recently come before the courts appear to have been dis- 
posed of in a manner which cannot have been regarded as 
satisfactory by the building owner. In a case tried before 
DaruinG, J., at the Warwickshire Assizes, which was an action 
by a builder for the amount alleged to be due to him for 
building a cottage, and where it appeared that no certificate 
had been given by the architect, the learned judge left to the 
jury the question whether the architect ‘‘ refused to give a final 
certificate in consequence of the requirement of the defendant 
that things should be done by the plaintiff beyond what he was 
bound to do under the ‘contract, and whether the architect, in 
fear of the defendant, refused to give his final certificate, 
believing that the plaintiff was legally entitled to it?’’ We do 
not remember any previous case in which such a question was 
submitted to the jury, and we cannot but think that it intro- 
duces a very easy method of superseding the conditions as to 
the necessity of the certificate. In another case, Davey v. 
Gravesend Corporation, tried before Mr. Justice Lawranos last 
week, which was an action by contractors for damages for 
breach of contract and the wrongful seizure of their 
plant by the defendants, the plaintifis had, by written 
agreement, contracted with the defendants to build electric 
lighting works, the conditions providing that the contractor 
should amend at his own cost, upon the requisition of the 
engineer, any defect in work and materials; that the contractor 
was not to deviate from the drawings or specifications except 
upon the authority of the engineer; that the contractor should 
re-execute all defective work and substitute proper materials and 
workmanship; with a power, in case of default by the con- 
tractor, to determine the contract and take pogsession of the plant 
and materials upon the works. The defendants having determined 
the contract on the ground that the plaintiffs’ work was unsatis- 
factory, the plaintiffs brought an action to recover the balance 
due to them. It appeared that the engineer had given his 
certificate for part ot the sum claimed, but had afterwards 
retained it on the ground that defective work had not been set 
right. ‘The learned judge, in summing up the case, suggested 
that pressure had been put upon the engineer by the defendants 





of them as may be applicable to their new situation; and 


to induce him to act in accordance with their wishes, and the 
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jor in spite vbw —_ of the certificate, gave their verdict 
the amount claimed. 





A Brit has been introduced in the House of Lords by the 
Lord Chief Justice to amend the Prevention of Cruelty to 
Children Act, 1894. The amendments suggested are required, 
and will doubtless have the effect of bringing within the law 
many persons who now manage to escape through the meshes of 
the net constructed by the principal Act. It is unfortunate 
that such a clumsy mode of amendment should be necessary 
as is adopted by the Bill. It goes through the various 
sections of the principal Act, and provides for the inser- 
tion of a word or words here, or the striking out of words 
there, until the Act is likely to be made rather a strange 
piece of patchwork. It is hard, however, to suggest any better 

way, unless the whole original Act is to be repealed and re- 
enacted with the amendments. The Act provides, in section 1, 
that a person is guilty of a misdemeanour who “‘ill-treats, 
neglects, abandons, or exposes” a child in an injurious manner. 
It is now proposed to insert the word “‘ terrorises” between the 
words “neglects” and “abandons.” This is a very useful 
and necessary amendment. Cases have occurred where 

rsons have never used any physical violence to children, 
Bat have so bullied and frightened them as to make their lives 
miserable and injure their health. It has been doubted 
whether such cruelty is included under the word “ ill-treat” in 
the Act. If the question came before the High Court, probably 
it would be held that ‘‘ill-treat” is quite wide enough to include 
such conduct; but the proposed amendment will remove all 
doubt. It is further proposed that where an adult is indicted 
for the manslaughter of a child, who has been in his charge, 
the jury may find the accused person guilty of an offence under 
this section. This is another useful provision, as it sometimes 
happens that a person who has shockingly neglected a child, 
which has died, escapes all punishment when charged 
merely with the manslaughter of the child, because the jury are 
not satisfied that the death was really caused by the cruelty. For 
speedy relief in certain cases of neglect, it is proposed to enact 
that “a justice of the peace may, on the written certificate of a 
legally qualified medical practitioner that the health or safety of 
any child is being endangered by want of food or of medical or 
surgical treatment, order a constable to take the child to a place 
of safety.” This will prove a useful extension of section5. Under 
section 6 of the Act, where a person is convicted of cruelty, the 
court has power to deprive the person of the custody of the child 
and give the custody to some “fit person.” It has been found 
very difficult to find a ‘“ person” in some cases, while a society 
or charitable body of persons is quite prepared to take charge 
uf the child. The Bill proposes to extend section 6 by allowing 
the court to commit the child to the custody of “ any society or 
body corporate established for the reception of poor children, or 
the prevention of cruelty tochildren.” Many other useful amend- 
ments are proposed, which. it is to be “ho will be found to 
make the Act a still stronger weapon for the protection of the 


helpless. 


Tur Butt promoted by Lord Atversrone has further objects 
than merely amending the law as to cruelty to children. It 
proposes to add a new crime to the calendar—namely, incest. 
Although this abominable offence is a crime in Scotland and in 
nearly every other civilized country, strange to say, it goes 
wpunished in England, though in theory in may be dealt with 
by the Ecclesiastical Courts. It is, however, of more frequent 
occurrence than most people have any idea of, and it is high 
time that the law should be amended. This offence has not 
always been allowed to go unpunished in this country. During 
the Commonwealth it was declared to be a capital felony, 
but this drastic provision was vot renewed at the Restoration. 
Of course children under thirteen are quite sufficiently protected 
by the existing law; therefore the proposed new law only con- 
wrns females above that age. ‘The offence is made a mis- 
femeanour when committed with a granddaughter, a or 


duress of the man. Besides creating this new offence, the 
Bill contemplates an important extension of the Oriminal 
Law Amendment Act, 1885. By section 32 it is- pro- 
posed that “if any girl between the ages of thirteen and 
sixteen years shall solicit or incite any male person to have, or 
to attempt to have, unlawful carnal knowledge of her, or shall 
consent to such unlawful carnal knowledge, she shall be guilty 
of a misdemeanour.” This is apparently proposed to meet the 
decision in Reg. v. Tyrrell (1894, 1 Q. B. 710), in which the 
Court for the Consideration of Crown Cases Reserved quashed a 
conviction of a girl for soliciting and inciting. In giving his 
judgment in that case, Maruew, J., remarked that if the con- 
viction were to be upheld, it would be almost impossible to 
obtain convictions under the statute. Now this may be, 
perhaps, going too far as regards any active inciting or 
soliciting ; but we think most people will agree as 
regards passive consenting. The Act was passed to protect 
young girls from themselves as well as from men, and if 
a girl who consents is to be liable to punishment, there will 
probably be very few prosecutions. tions for this 
offence are commonly instituted by the parents of the girl. If, 
however, in case they prosecute, their own child runs a serious 
risk of punishment, they will certainly, instead of prosecuting, 
do their best to conceal the offence. In fact, if this section 
becomes law as it stands, it will probably go far to nullify the 
most valuable provision of the Act of 1885. 





Tue casE of Langrish v. Watts ( Times, 27th ult.), in which the 
Court of Appeal have affirmed the decision of Brucsg, J., illus- 
trates once again the difficulties which arise when a creditor sets 
up an admission of a debt as a reason for excluding the Statute 
of Limitations. Either there must be, said Metis, LJ., in 
Mitchell’s Claim (L. R. 8 Ch., p. 828), ‘‘an acknowledgment of 
the debt from which a promise to pay is to be implied; or 
secondly, there must be an unconditional promise to pay the 
debt; or thirdly, there must be a conditional promise to pay 
the debt, and evidence that the condition has been performed.” 
The doctrine is that mere admission of the debt does not 
revive it. There must be a fresh promise to ps , either express 
or implied, though from a mere acknow ent such a 
promise will be implied: Zanner v. Smart (6 B. & C. 603). As 
is well known, a great variety of cases have been decided upon 
this principle, and many of them have been on the border line 
where it is very hard to say whether the debtor is acknowledgi 
the existence of the debt or net. In the present case of ; 
v. Watts the defendant had given in 1881 to the plaintiff, his 
uncle, a promissory note for £100 with interest at 5 per cent. 
In 1901 he was asked to pay the amount with interest, and in 
the course of correspondence he several times declared that 
certainly £40, and beni a further £20 of the amount, had 
been paid off many years before, but he wrote: “At preseat I 
have no money ia hand, having bought some houses out 
of the portion I got, but as soon as there is another 
division I will send uncle some.” And a _ subsequent 
letter, in which the allegation of part payment was 
repeated, concluded: ‘Anyway I hope to make you a satis- 
factory settlement.” It was held by Brvos, J., that there was 
no acknowledgment of the debt upon which an unconditional 
promise to pay could be implied, but that there was a promise 
to pay, upon a subsequent division of Property, whatever might 
upon taking the accounts be found to be due. There had been 
a further division of property, so that the condition had been 
fulfilled, and since at the trial the defendant’s allegations of 
payment were not proved, the whole £100 was due. Hence in 
the events which had occurred there was a promise to pay the 
entire principal and interest, and with this reasoning the Court 
of Appeal, while admitting the case to be on the border line, 
agreed, It was held to fall within the principle of Pranee v. 
Sympson (Kay 678), Sidwell vy. Mason (2 H. & N. 306), and 
Skeet v. Lindsay (2 Ex, D. 314), where the debtor expressed his 
willingness to pay what should be found due on taking an 
account. It may be doubted, however, whether the d ant, 
who in the correspondence said his papers were mislaid or lost, 





sister of any age; and the female consenting to the offence is 
also made ‘able to punishment. In her case, however, it is a 
fefence that at the time she consented she was acting under the 


pa 
really intended that the balance due should be ascertained by 
strict legal proof, Rather the case would seem to be one of 
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those where the statute may fairly be relied on by a debtor 
who has no longer the means of making out his defence. 





A curious attempt to amend a defective title by setting up an 
estoppel against the true owner was made, but without success, 
in Bell v. Marsh (51 W. R. 325). Two adjoining properties, A 
and B, were held by different owners, the owner of B being a 
solicitor. The solicitor, in building a greenhouse, encroached 
for a third of its length, though in ignorance, on A, and in 
course of time he gained a title by possession to the piece of land 
thus taken in. In 1893 property A was sold, and the solicitor 
who owned property B acted for the purchaser and prepared the 
conveyance to him. ‘The purchaser did not suppose that he was 
buying any of the land on which the greenhouse stood, but the 
solicitor did not notice the change in property A which had been 
effected by his own encroachment, and the conveyance to the pur- 
chaser included the piece of land, formerly part of A, on which the 
greenhouse stood. Subsequently the solicitor died, and the 
purchaser of property A then claimed as against his personal 
representatives the piece of land in question. As a matter of 
title, of course it had remained in the solicitor, and on his death 
had vested in his personal representatives. But the case set up 
by the plaintiff was that the solicitor had failed in his duty of 
seeing that the plaintiff obtained a good title to the whole of the 
property purchased, and that his representatives consequently 
were estopped from setting up their title to any part of it. But, as 
the Court of Appeal have held, it is essential to an estoppel of 
this nature that the person who sets it up should have been 
misled to his damage by the conduct of which he complains. 
This is the principle laid down in Swan v. North British 
Australasian Co.(11 W. R. 862, 2 H. & C., p. 182), and the 
present case s‘rikingly illustrates its justice. The plaintiff had 
in fact no title to the piece of land, nor had he expected to have 
it included in his purchase, and the Court of Appeal declined to 
give him a title by estoppel. 








The Estate of the Registered 
Proprietor of Land. 


Prozatry nine lawyers out of ten would, if they were asked 
what is the effect of registration, answer that it confers a legal 
estate in fee simple on the person registered as proprietor, and 
would be very much astonished if they were told that the 
registered proprietor may have no estate at all in the land. 

There are three cases to be considered: (1) What is the effect 
of first registration ? (2) What is the effect of an unregistered 
assurance executed by the registered proprietor? and (3) What 
is the effect of a registered transfer ? 

In this article we shall not discuss the effect of registration 
with qualified title, for any person who understands the effect 
of registration with absolute title will readily understand the 
effect of registration with qualified title, and of the dealings, 
either on or off the register, with land so registered. 

First Registration.—The effect of first registration with 
absolute title is to confer on the person registered as proprietor 
a fee simple in the land with its appurtenances, subject 

(a) to the incumbrances, if any, entered on the register ; 
(6) to certain rights which are declared by the Act of 
1875 not to be incumbrances ; 
(ce) if the proprietor is not entitled for his own benefit 
to unregistered estate, equities, &c. 
The result is that the person so registered acquires either a 
legal or equitable fee simple, and this appears to be the case if 
he is merely a nominee of the person entitled to be registered. 

The effect of first registration with a ory title is very 
different ; it does not affect or prejudice the enforcement of any 
estate, right, or interest adverse to or in derogation of his title, 
and subsisting or capable of arising at the time of registration, 
but, subject thereto, has the same effect as registration with 
absolute title. 

No doubt, in most cases the person registered as first proprietor 
with possessory title will have either a legal or equitable fee 





Ss 


simple. But this is not necessarily the case; no investigation of - 


the title is necessary, and he may apply for registration undg 
the bond fide belief that he is entitled to the fee, whereas in truth 
he may only be tenant for life, 

If a nominee is registered, the question whether he takes the 
fee or not must depend upon whether, as between himself and the 
person entitled to be registered, he can claim it. An example 
will render this more clear. If A. is seised in fee and contracts to 
sell the land to B., and on payment of the purchase-money, nomi- 
nates B. as the person to be registered, but executes no conveyances, 
B. acquires by registration an equitable fee, leaving the legal 
estate outstanding in A. But, on the other hand, if no em. 
sideration passes, it appears that the legal fee in A., which is an 
estate subsisting at the time of first registration, remains in A, 
and B. takes no estate in the land. 


Unregistered Assurances.—“ Subject to the maintenance of the 
estate and right of the registered proprietor, a person having 
sufficient estate or interest in registered land may create estates, 
rights, and equities in the same manner as if the land was not 
registered ”: see Land Transfer Act, 1875, s. 49, which containg 

rovisions shewing how the person entitled to an unregistered 
interest can protect himself by entries on the register. The 
words ‘‘ subject to the maintenance of the estate and right of the 
registered proprietor” have given rise to much discussion : see 
43 Soricrrors’ Journat, 767. There appears to be a contradic. 
tion in terms in saying that, subject to the maintenance of the 
estate of the registered proprietor, he may create a fee simple, 
The general opinion of conveyancers is that the word “ estate” 
in this section ought to be disregarded, and that what the saving 
under discussion means is that unregistered estates created by 
the registered proprietor are liable to be overreached by an 
exercise of his statutory powers of making transfers, &c. This view 
is confirmed by the decision of the Court of Appeal in Capital 
and Counties Bank vy. Rhodes (ante, p. 335). Oozens-Harpy, LJ. 
says, in the course of his most luminous judgment, “the term 
‘ proprietor’ is somewhat misleading, for persons entered on the 
register need not have the legal fee vested in them nor even any 
estate inthe land. For example, a tenant for life may be the 
registered proprietor, or a trustee with power of sale but without 
any estate, or the registered proprietor may be a mere nominee. 

. . The registered proprietor, whoever he may be, has a statu- 
tory power to transfer the property by a registered disposition, 
subject only, where the transfer is for value, to such incum- 
brances, restrictions, inhibitions, and notices as are inserted in 
the register or are mentioned in the statutes, and subject also, 
where the land is registered with a possessory title, to the pro- 
visions of section 32 of the Act of 1875. The registered pro- 
prietor has also a power to create charges. In short, the register 
of proprietors is not material for the purpose of seeing where the 
legal estate is; the transfer by the 2 disposition takes effect 
by virtue of an overriding power, and not by virtue of any estate 
in the registered proprietor. . . . It isremarkable that the section 
(49) does not say that any person, not being the registered 
proprietor, can create estates by unregistered deeds. It 
expressly includes the registered proprietor in the class of 
persons who may create them. There is nothing to suggest 
that all estates created by unregistered deeds must be equitable. 
Indeed, it seems clear that a lease granted by an owner in fee, 
or by a limited owner, by an ordinary unregistered deed, will 

ass the legal estate except in the case provided by rule 59 {i., 
in @ compulsory district] of a lease for a term of forty years 
or more, or for two or more lives. The express provision 
that the legal estate shall not pass until registration implies 
that in every other lease the legal estate will pass. . . . 
Notwithstanding that the land has become registered land, it 
may still be dealt with by deeds having the same operation 
and effect as they would have if the land were unregistered, 
subject only to the risk of the title being doteated or, in 
the language of section 49, the ‘estate’ being impaired by 
the exercise of the statutory powers of disposition given to 
the registered proprietor. .. . The legal effect of common law 


assurances will remain untouched by the want of registra 
tion.” 

It may be asked what is the good of the registered proprietor 
making an unregistered assurance if it is liable to be defeated by 
a registered transfer for value. The answer is that the unregis- 
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made (1) without notice being sent to a named address ; (2) unless 
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tered assurance can be protected in either of the manners 
following— 

(a) by a caution ; 

(b) by a restriction ; 

(c) by an inhibition. 

-(a) The effect of a caution is merely to insure that the cautioner 
should have notice of an intended dealing on the registry with 
registered iand. The effect is that, if the proposed dealing would 
interfere with his interest in the land, he can apply for an 
injunction. 

(b) The effect of a restriction is to prevent a transfer being 


the consent of a named person is given to it; (3) or unless some 
other thing is done required by the applicant and approved by 
the registrar. 

(c) An inhibition is an order entered on the register inhibiting 


for a time or until the occurrence of an event named in the | grea 


order, or generally till further order, any dealing with the land. 

Effect of Registered Transfors—The effect of a registered 
transfer for value of land registered with an absolute title is tc 
confer on the transferee an estate in fee simple in the land 
subject to the incumbrances entered on the register, and unless 
the contrary is expressed on the register, subject to the rights, 
&c., which are declared by the Act of 1897 not to be incum- 
brances. If the transfer is not for value, it has the same effect 
as a transfer for value, except that the new registered proprietor 
holds the land subject to all unregistered estates, &c, and 
equities subject to which the transferor held the same. 

It will be worth while to consider the effect of this provision 
if the transferor is a trustee. If he sells the land, the transfer 
is for value, and the new registered proprietor takes it free from 
the trusts. If, on the other hand, the transfer is not for value, 
as, for instance, where the transfer is made on the appointment 
of a new trustee, the new registered proprietor takes the land 
subject to the existing trusts. 

The effect of a registered transfer of land registered with a 
possessory title is the same as that of land registered with 
absolute title, except that it is subject to all subsisting rights or 
interests adverse to the title of the first registered proprietor, 
and subsisting, or capable of arising, at the time when he was 
registered. 

For the purpose of the present article it is not necsssary to 
discuss the effect of registered charges; it is sufficient to say 
that they have priority over unregistered assurances created 
since first registration and not protected by entry on the 
register. 

The practical effect appears to be, that a purchaser or 
mortgagee who takes a transfer or charge on land registered 
with absolute title obtains a perfectly good title, subject to the 
incumbrances existing at first registration, and subject to matters 
which under the Act of 1875 are not to be deemed incum- 
brances, and subject to the effect of cautions, restrictions, or 
inhibitions ; so that in ordinary cases no investigation of title is 
necessary. 

Ifthe land is registered with possessory title the effect is the 
same, except that the title prior to first registration must be 
examined. 

_ The practical conclusions at which we arrive are the follow- 
ing : 


no cautions, restrictions, or inhibitions entered on the register, 
obtain a perfectly good title to the land, subject to registered 
incumbrances, and to matters which under the Act are not to be 
deemed incumbrances, and if the land is registered with 
possessory title only, to estates subsisting or capable of arising 
at first registration. It will be remembered that in these cases it is 
absolutely immaterial whether the registered proprietor has 
or has not an estate in the land, for he makes the transfer by 
virtue of an overriding power. 

(6) In the absence of a power, express, implied, or statutory, 
a lease and an easement over the land, or a profit a prendre to be 
taken out of the land, cannot be granted by any n other 


than the legal owner, It follows that, where it is intended to 
ny a lease, easement, or profit « prendre of or out of registered 

d, it is necessary to investigate the title so ag to ascertain 
where the legal estate is. 


(«) A purchaser for value of registered land can, if there are. 


Some of our readers will say, with truth, that such investiga- 
tions are not common in the case of a lease or the grant of a 
right of way. While we quite agree with this view, we must 
observe that there are cases where an intending lessee or grantee 
of an easement intends to expend large sums of money and 
where he requires proof of title. 

In the case of registered land two cases may arise: 

(1) The registered page may be the person who is to grant 
the lease or easement. this case, if there is no caution, restric- 
tion, or inhibition on the register, and if he has the land certificate 
in his possession, the probability is considerable that he has not 
parted with the estate that he acquired by registration. It 
might be thought that the risk is the same as occurs in the case 
of non-registered land—namely, that the landowner may have 
sold and conveyed the property included in the lease, a risk 
which is disregarded in practice. But the risk is considerably 
ter. Where the land is not registered, an abstract is 
required, and if the seller or his solicitor conceals an instrument 
material to the title, with intent to defraud, he commits a mis- 
demeanour and is liable in es. On the other hand, where 
the land is registered with absolute title, the purchaser of the 
land is not entitled to an abstract of title: see Land Transfer 
Act, 1897, s. 16. Probably, where he contracts to purchase 
land with an easement over other part of the land, he may 
require an abstract of title to that part of the land. But the 
question is perhaps not clear. The point is, that if the pur- 
chaser is not entitled to an abstract, the vendor or his solicitor 
cannot be punished for keeping it back. 

In the case of possessory title, it will be proper to investi- 
gate the title prior to first registration, and there is the risk 
of a nominee having been registered who, as above pointed 
out, acquires no estate by first registration, but, if this is the 
case, it will be detected by the investigation of the title prior to 
the first registration. 

(2) A person who is not the registered proprietor may be the 
person who is to grant the lease or easement; in this case it 
will be necessary to call for a proper abstract of his title. 

It must be remembered that where the registered proprietor 
of the land makes a registered transfer of the land with an 
easement—a right of way, for instance—over other part of the 
registered land, the transferee on being registered will obtain a 
good title to the land, but he will not necessarily obtain any 
title to the easement ; a matter of primary importance in the case 
of building land. 








Company Promotion. 


Tux judgmentof Bucxtky, J., in Re Telesoriptor Syndicate ( Limited) 
shews clearly that, when the court has once obtained seisin of a 
company’s affairs in winding-up proceedingr, it will not allow 
the proceedings to be withdrawn until arrangements are made 
for doing substantial justice to all parties—not only to the 
creditors of the company, but also as between the various 
contributories. The facts of the casé appear to have been of a 
_— nature. A., who had taken out what was believed to be 
a valuable patent, obtained the assistance of B, to form a syndicate 
to work it. The nominal capital of the syndicate was fixed at 
£40,000 in £1 shares, and the purchase price of the patent was 
to be £35,000 in fully-paid shares. The balance of the capital 
—£5,000—was to be raised in cash and was to be woul Se 
working the patent. On the 18th of March, 1896, A. and B. 
executed an agreement under which the vendors’ shares 
were to be apportioned, £20,000 to A. and £15,000 to B. 
The syndicate was incorporated on the 22nd of April, 1896, and 
in pursuance of the memorandum of association an agreement 
dated the following day was executed by which A. sold the 
patent to the syndicate for £35,000 in shares. The material 
circumstance in the arrangement seems to be specifie? in 
the following passage from the judgment of Buexusy, J.: 
‘* Neither in this preg: nor in any other of the documents, 
is the agreement of the 18th of March, 1896, mentioned in any 


way.” 
The first directors were A., B., and C., the last-named being 
apparently a relation of the vendor, and shortly after i 





x inoorpera- 
| tion, 20,750 of the vendors’ shares were allotted—namely, the 
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£20,000 due to A., and £750 of those due to B. On the 30th 
of July three other persons, D.,.E., and F., were elected to the 
board, and on the 4th of November 1,000 shares each were 
allotted to B., D., E., and F., for which apparently they paid 
cash. The remaining 14,250 vendors’ shares were not dealt 
with till the 18th of November, and then 2,000 each were 
allotted to D., E., and F., and the remaining 8,250 to B. Thus 
the net result of the promotion was that A. had sold his patent 
to the syndicate and had received 20,000 fully-paid shares ; B. 
had promoted the syndicate and had subscribed £1,000 and had 
received 9,000 shares; and D., E., and F., three directors, had 
subscribed £1,000 each and had each received 2,000 
fully-paid shares. It should be added that the solicitor 
to the syndicate received 1,000 fully-paid shares from A. 
and 750 from B. Im addition to the six persons specified 
there appear to have been no other members except the signa- 
tories to the memorandum of association, who took one share 
each, and for a year no transfers of shares were made, but in 
July, 1897, against the wishes of some of the directors, 3,400 
of the vendors’ shares were transferred to twenty-three persons, 
who, according to the transfers, purchased them at par. 

The syndicate was not a financial success, and in November, 
1902, a winding-up order was made on the petition of creditors 
to whom a sum of £373 was due for rent. The patent, 
however, appears to be valuable, and the statement of 
affairs— taking the patent at £10,000-—shewed a surplus 
after providing for creditors and the costs of winding up, 
of some £8,500, with a corresponding deficiency — nearly 
£31,500—as regards contributories. The total amount due to 
creditors was £3,457, but out of this by far the larger amount 
was due to the d rectors who had made advances to the company. 
Under these circumstances the persons chiefly interested in the 
company desired to stop the winding-up proceedings and to 
regain control of the affairs of the company, and a summons for 
this purpose was taken out under section 89 of the Companies 
Act, 1862, by the secretary of the syndicate, who c'aimed to be 
a creditor for £303 That section provides tha’ the court may 
at any time after an order has been made for winding up a 
company, upon the application of a creditor or contributory, 
and upon proof to the satisfaction of the court that 
all proceedings in relation to the winding up ought to be 
stayed, make an order staying the same, either altogether or 
for a limited time, on such terms and subject to such conditions 
as it deems fit. Upon such an application it is natural for the 
court to consider whether there are any advantages which will 
accrue to creditors or contributories in the winding up, but 
which wuy be lost to them if the proceedings are stayed. In the 


down of the remaining shares to such a figure as that the capity 
would be reduced to . I should, as at present advised, 
prepared to stay the proceedings in the winding up.” Th 
scheme thus suggested seems to be, if we may say so, excellently 
devised to enable the parties to avoid the effects of the initig 
error which they made in not disclosing the facts about the 
35,000 shares paid as the purchase price for the patent. } 
must always be a matter of some difficulty for the promoters of 
a company formed to work a patent to decide how far they an 
justified in sharing with the patentee the nominal purchase prig 
of the patent. It is in such a case that the services of promo 
who will risk some initial outlay in developing the patent, an 
most valuable. Without such assistance the patentee cannot 
reap the fruit of his work, and with it the investors may have a 
opportunity of participating in an extremely valuable invention, 
But though the promoter may think himself fairly entitled toa 
considerable share of the purchase-money, and may adjust the 
amount of it on this basis, yet, just as in any other case, itis 
essential to remember that his right to the profit must depend 
upon proper disclosure being made to the persons who put their 
money into the venture. The relation between the company and 
its promoters has never perhaps been more graphically described 
than by Lord Macnacuren in his judgment in Gluckstein y, 
Barnes (1900, A. ©., p. 248): “They bring the company into 
existence by means of the usual machinery. They appoint 
themselves sole guardians and protectors of this creature 


of theirs, half-fledged and just struggling into life, 
bound hand and foot, while yet unborn, by contracts 
tending to their private advantage, and so fashioned 


by its members that it could only act by their hands and see 
through their eyes.” In the absence of disclosure to the share- 
holders the profits accruing under such contracts cannot be 
retained, but if disclosure, both of the fact of profit and of its 
amount, is fairly made, then the whole matter becomes one of 
arrangement between the promoters and the shareholders. Of 
course, if the company goes to the public this disclosure must 
now be specifically made in the prospectus in accordance with 
section 10 of the Companies Act, 1900. Probably in such a 
case the company will not go to the public, and then, in order to 
protect themselves, the promoters must take other means of 
putting the shareholders in a position to judge whether they 
are willing to join upon the promoters’ terms. It was the 
omission to do this which was the fundamental mistake in the 
case of the Telescriptor Syndicate. 

With regard to the acceptance of bonus shares by the 
directors, Mr. Justice Bucxigy, in compliance with their wishes, 
left the strictly legal aspect of the matter and considered it from 





present case the creditors were said to be all assenting parties, 
and the consent of some of the contributories had been obtained, | 
but not of ail. It is obvious, however, that serious questions | 
might arise in respect of the 15,000 vendors’ shares with which the | 
purchase price of the patenthad beenloaded, and Bucx.ey, J., held | 
that proceedings in the winding up ought not to be stayed until | 
the official receiver had had the opportunity of determining | 
whether any case against the promoter or the solicitor, or against | 
the three directors who received 2,000 shares each, ought to be 
proceeded with. ‘So far,” he said, ‘‘as 1 see at present, the | 
principal questions in the winding up will arise in the adjust- | 
ment of the rights of the contributories amongst themselves. 
There may be, and probably will be, enough for creditors. As 
between the transferees of the 28th of July, 1497, on the one | 
hand, and all the other contributories on the other, the question | 
must, I think, arise as to how the surplus assets remaining | 
after payment of debts (if there be such a surplus, as seems | 
probable) ought to be distributed.” 
The learned judge, however, suggested terms on which he | 
thought that the parties might be allowed to get rid of the | 
winding up and regain contrvl of the patent: “If, after the 
liste of creditors and wntributories have been settled, the official 
receiver were in 4 position to report that all the debts of the 
onmnpany had been paid, and that to all the contri butories who | 
came in under the transfers of July, 1497, the other members 
were pr to provide for the return of the full amount of 


the nominal capital represented by their shares, and were pre- 
pared, by proceedings for reduction of capital, provide for the 
surrender and cancellation vf all the bonus shares, and the writing 


an ethical point of view. His words ought to do something to 
check the freedom with which shares are often given away for 
no adequate reason. ‘‘ Apart,” he said, ‘‘from legal considera- 
tions and according to ordinary canons of good taste, a man is 
not in the absence of special circumstances justified in offering 
another a present of money,or money’s worth. In the absence 
of near relationship, long acquaintance, or special circumstances 
one man cannot (at any rate as between men of equal social 
standing) offer to another without offence, nor the other accept 
without loss of self respect, a present of money or shares or the 
like.” The justice of the sentiment is sufficiently obvious, but 
if it were recognized in practice promoters of companies would 
be enabled to effect a very material reduction in the manufac- 
ture of bonus shares. It is to be hoped that Mr. Justice 
Bucxizy’s excellent remarks will not be thrown away. 


Mr. Justice Kennedy will preside aut the annual meeting of the 
Metropolitan Discharged Prisoners’ Aid Society, which will be held in the 
Old Hall, Lincoln’s-iun, on Tuesday, the 21st inat., when the Lord Chief 
Justice and other judges have promised to attend,” 


‘Se tenth aunual dinner of the Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association 
will be held at the Hotel Cecil on Wednesday, the 22nd of April next, at 
6.45 p.m. The following gentlemen have accepted invitations to attend 
the dinner ase guests of the association: The Hon, Mr. Justice Swinfen 
adly, Sir Albert Rollit, MP. (president of the Incorporated Law Society), 
W, Donaldson Kawlins, Koqy., K.C., Thomas H. Carson, Keq., K.C., 
Lewis Coward, Keq,, K.C,, ‘I’. Ki, Serutton, Keqg., K.C., Maurice Powell, 
¥aq., Montague Lush, Feq., J. Andrew Strahan, Fsq., LL.B, W. H. 
Winterbotham, Kaq., and ¥, K. M, Phillips, Haq. 
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Reviews. 
Bankruptcy Law. 


Tax BANKRUPTCY AcTs, 1883 To 1890, wirH RULES, Forms, SCALES 
oF Costs, FEES AND PERCENTAGES, BoARD OF TRADE AND COURT 
ORDERS, AND THE DEBTORS Act, 1869, DEEDS OF ARRANGEMENT 
Act, 1887, &c.; AND A COMMENTARY THEREON. By His Honour 
Judge CHALMERS, and E. Hoven, Inspector in Bankruptcy, Board 
of Trade. Firra Eprrion. By M. Murr MACKENZIE, Barrister- 
at-Law, and E. Hoveu, Inspector in Bankruptcy, Board of Trade. 
Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 


This work appears in the new edition with considerable revision and 
the incorporation of the decisions during the six years since the last 
edition, but in other respects in the form to which we have become 
accustomed. We can speak, from constant use of the former editions 
for many years, of the great practical value of the book, both in 
leading the reader at once to the decisions, which are tersely and 
accurately stated, and also in supplying cross-references to the Acts 
and rules, and giving suggestions as to the meaning and application 
of the various provisions which the experience of the editors renders 
them specially competent to afford. We think that this new edition 
will be heartily welcomed. 





The English Reports. 


VotumE XXII.: CuHancery II., conrarmtmnc Eaquiry Cases 
ABRIDGED, VOL. 2; CASES IN CHANCERY} AND FREEMAN’s CHANCERY 
CASES. 

VotumME XXITII.: Cuancery III, contamina REPORTS TEMP. 
FixcH ; VERNON’s CASES IN CHANCERY, VOLS. 1 AND 2. 

VotumME XXIV.: CuHancery IV., CONTAINING PRECEDENTS IN 
CHANCERY; PEERE WILLIAMS, VOLs. 1-3. 

VotuME XXV.: CHANCERY V., CONTAINING GILBERT ; SELECT CASES 
TEMP. Kinc; MosEty; W. KELYNGE; CASES TEMP. TALBOT ; AND 
WEST TEMP. HARDWICKE. 


These volumes bring down the Chancery Reports to West (temp. 
Hardwicke) and include reproductions of the constantly-used reports 
of Vernon (3rd ed.) and Peere Williams (6th ed.), These last are 
conveniently contained in one volume. Besides these reports there 
are a large number of the old reports reproduced, and the advantage 
of having these in a convenient form, in place of the old folio volumes, 
is very great. We see no diminution in the care bestowed by the 
editors; the notes of recent cases in which the decisions have been 
referred to are very useful and usually complete. 





Books Received. 


The Education Acts, 1870-1902, and Other Acts relating to Educa- 
tion, with Summary of the Statutory Provisions and Notes. By Sir 
Hvucu Owen, G.C.B., Barrister-at-Law. And an Appendix contain- 
ing the School Sites Acts and Acts relating to Education of Children, 
Rules and Regulations of the Board of Education, and Memoranda 
issued by the Board on the Act of 1902, Rules and Regulations of the 
Local Government Board, Orders in Council, &e:”° Twentieth Edition. 
Knight & Co. 


Bankers’ Advances in Mercantile Securities other than Bills of 
Exchange and Promissory Notes. By ARTHUR REGINALD BuTTeER- 
WoRTH, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

The Metropolis Water Act, 1902, together with the Circulars, 
Notices, and Orders issued by the Local Government Board and the 
Court of Arbitration in Relation Thereto. By Dovenas C. BARTLEY, 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 





_Mr. Justice Jelf, who was indisposed on his return from the Oxford 
Circuit recently, is, says the Zimes, now much better, and has gone to 
Cliftonville, Kent, for the Easter vacation, 


A meeting of the Lord Russell of Killowen memorial committee, presided 
overiby Lord Alverstone, was held on the 24th ult., to consider the appli- 
cation of the surplus standing to the credit of the memorial fund, when it 
was determined to make a donation of £1,000 to the hospital of St, John 
and St, Elizabeth in the St, John's-wood-road, on the condition that a male 
ward in that institution was dedicated to the memory of the late Lord Chief 
Justiceand called after hin, It was also resolved, in view of the large amount 
of the subscription received from the bench and the bar of the United States, 
to offer a bustof Lord Russell, to be executed in marble by Mr. Brock, R.A, 
for the acceptance of the Bar Association of the city of New York. It was 
also resolved to make a grant of 100 guineas in aid of the memorial bust to 
be erected at Newry, the late Lord Russell's birthplace, The total amount 
subsoribed to the memorial fund exceeded £3,300, 


Correspondence. : 


“Not Negotiable.” 
' [To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—I have tried for several years, without success, and without 
even eliciting a reply, to get the Bank of England, in addition to 
crossing the Consols dividend warrants, which they always do, to add 
the words ‘‘ Not negotiable.” I have also asked several of the large 
joint stock banks to issue cheques marked ‘‘ Not negotiable,” but I 
cannot get anyone to do so, uniess I order a ial book, as I do at 
various companies where I am a director and where we have separate 
plates for our cheques. 

I send you some amusing correspondence with the North-Eastern 
Railway, from which the only inference is that the secretary considers 
that the words ‘‘ Not negotiable” restrict negotiability am 
holders in due course. If you can print this letter and the enclosed 
it is probable that it may yet dawn on the Bank of England and the 
North-Eastern Railway that there is something in my suggestions. It 
seems Gilbertian that the headquarters of the banking world should 
be impervious to such a beneficial suggestion as I have made over and 
over again to them. E. T. HARGRAVEsS. 

3, Abchurch-lane, March 31. 

The following is the correspondence referred to : 

The North-Eastern Railway, Secretary's Office, York. 
9th January, 1903. 

Dear Sir,—The chairman has handed me the letter dated the Ist of 
January which you addressed to him pointing out that you desire to have 
your interest warrants marked ‘‘ Not negotiable.’ . . . We do not 
print the words “‘ Not negotiable ’’ on our interest or dividend warrants, 
and it would be a great inconvenience to our shareholders generally if we 
did so. The practice of the larger railway companies is the same as our 
own. I know nothing respecting the companies you refer to as carrying 
out this practice. I may mention that in cases where we have been 
specially requested to mark interest and dividend warrants “* Not 
negotiable ’’ we have in every case given effect to such request by writing 
the words on the face of the cheque, and had we had such a request from 
you we should have complied with it. If you wish us to so mark any of 
our interest warrants which may hereafter become payable to you, please 
advise us.—Yours truly, C. N. Wixrsson, Secretary. 

E. T. Hargraves, Esq., 3, Abchurch-lane, London, E.C. 

10th January, 1905. 
The Secretary, North-Eastern Railway, York. 

Dear Sir,—I am extremely obliged by your letter of the 9thimst. . « « 

I am very much surprised to hear that it would be a great inconvenience 
to your shareholders generally if the warrants were crossed ‘Not 
negotiable ’’ and that the practice of the larger railway companies is the 
same as your own. If this be so, it is evident that the correspondence in 
the papers reflecting on the methods of English railways is justified, as the 
companies evidently have not yet appreciated the effect of section 81 of the 
Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, which is as follows: ** Where . ae takes 
a crossed cheque which bears on it the words ‘ Not negotiable’ he shall 
not have, and shall not be capable of giving, a better title to the cheque than 
that which the person from whom he took it had.” 

If you will explain to me how any shareholder can reasonably object to 
his being proteeted so far possible against a loss arising to himself in 
consequence, say, of the warrant after he had endorsed it being lost in the 
post and getting into the hands of some dishonest person, I shall be very 
pleased to have the explanation. I should imagine any shareholder who 


does object to having his warrants marked ** Not negotiable”’ is either" 
rvery ignorant or has a regular address at Colney Hutch.—Yours faithfully, 


E. T. Haneraves. 








Points to be Noted. 


Conveyancing. 


Power of Appointment over Real Estate—A power of 
appointing real estate is well exercised by an_ appointment to trustees 
upon trust for sale, with directions as to division of the proceeds. 
‘Does not,”’ said Grant, M.R., in Kenworthy v. Bate (6 3), 
‘a power to give include a power to sell for the purpose of givi 
the money instead of the land?” In the various cases in ‘which 
hitherto this ae has been applied the limitations were legal (see 
Re Paget, 46 W. R. 328; 1898, 1 Ch. 290); but it applies also, and, 
indeed, still more clearly, where the A open is in trustees and the 
beneficial limitations are equitable. is is “an @ fertior? case in 
davour of the possibility of conversion and a trust for conversion 
followed by a gift of the proceads,”—-Rr Repaars, Maasu e RED 
GATER (Buckley, J., Dee. 12) (51 W. R. 216; 1908, 1 Ch. 3368), 

Priorities—Completion of Title by Notice. The doctrine that, 
as betwoon two equitable incumbrancers, the later incumbrancer gains 
pay if he first gives notice to the legal heller of the property, 





oes not depend upon attributing lectes to the first incumbrancer, 
and it equally applies where the incumbrancer was ignorant of 
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the charge in his favour, and so could not complete his title. Hence, 
where a solicitor, who had misappropriated the moneys of clients, 
mortgaged certain life policies in favour of client A. to secure the money 
of that client, but did not inform him of the mortgage, or give 
notice to the office, and then gave another mortgage of the same 
policies to secure the money of client B., upon B. giving notice to the 
office he gained priority over A.—RE Lake (Wright, J., Dec. 15) 
(51 W. R. 319; 1903, 1 K. B. 151). 


Company Law. 


Winding up—Application to Stay Proceedings—Companies Act, 
1862, s. 89.—There are several notes to this section in Buckley on the 
Companies Acts, but not a line about its being the duty of the court 
to follow or adopt the principles of bankruptcy law in deter- 
mining whether a stay of winding-up proceedings should be ordered. 
In February, the secretary, who was a creditor, of a company, 
against which a compulsory winding-up order had been e on 
another creditor’s petition, _ for a stay of proceedings. The 
company was a private one ; all the creditors assented to the applica- 
tion and most of the shareholders. Some of the shares had, however, 
been transferred, apparently for par value, to outsiders, and in the 
short life of the company, which was insolvent, certain things had 
happened which required explanation. Moreover—through some mis- 
understanding—the directors had failed to comply with the duties cast 
on them by the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, of attending on the 
official receiver and furnishing a proper statement of affairs. The 
official receiver opposed the application on grounds which commended 
themselves to Buckley, J., who, after considering his judgment, said : 
“* When application is made in bankruptcy to rescind a receiving order or 
to annul an adjudication, the court refuses to act upon the mere assent 
of the creditors in the matter, and considers, not only whether what is 
proposed is for the benefit of the creditors but also whether it is con- 
ducive or detrimental to commercial morality and to the interests of 
the lic at large. It is in my opinion desirable that so far as 

possible the court should not assume a different attitude or act upon 
a different principle in the winding up of a company.” The order to 
stay was refused until the directors had performed the statutory 
duties above-mentioned and the official receiver had made his 
preliminary report. After the statement of affairs had 
been put in and the directors had been duly interviewed, the 
official receiver reported generally on the case and that in his opinion 
“ further inquiry was desirable into matters relating to the promotion 
and formation of the company and. the conduct of its affairs.” The 
application for a stay was renewed on the 24th of March. The 
directors were then heard by their counsel, and again judgment was 
reserved. On the 31st of March the application was Salon with 
costs after a lengthy judicial statement of the facts which did not 
“afford proof to the satisfaction of the court that all proceedings in 
relation to” the ‘ winding up ought to be stayed.” The second 
lg the case no further as a decision of law.—RE 
on SynvIcATE (Buckley, J., Feb. 21, March 24 and 31). 


Debenture-holders’ Action—Eight to Discontinue.—In Seton 
on Judgments (6th ed.), on p. 1396, and in Daniell’s Chancery Practice 
(ith ed.), pp. 1669, 1670, it should be noted that Handford v. Storie, 
there referred to, was not a debenture-holders’ action as known at 
the present day, and that in an ordinary action by a debenture-holder 
“on behalf, &c.,” a plaintiff, if he has not notice of any claim of, and 
. is not required to go on by, another debenture-holder, may discontinue 
his action, ever after the ordinary judgment has been taken.—RE 
Arua Co. (Kekewich, J., Dec. 12, 1902) (1903, 1 Ch. 203). 








Result of Appeals. 
House of Lords. 


Lord Mayor, &., of Dublin ¢. Provost, &c., of Trinity College, Dublin. 
Considered ; order appealed from affirmed, and appeal dismissed with 
costs. March W. 

Oceanic Steam Navigation Co. (Limited) +. Waterford Steamship Co. 
Limited) (‘The Oceanic’’). Fully heard (Nautical Assessors bein, 
present). Order appealed from affirmed, and appeal dismissed with 
costs. March W. 

House Adjourned to Next Sittings. 


Specially-constituted Court of Appeal. ' 
‘Final List.) 
(For Judgment.) 


Exclesiastical Commiss‘oners of England v. North-Kastern Railway Co. 
Appeal of defendants from judgment of Mr. Justice Wright, dated 
Dec. 10, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex. Allowed with costs (Lord 
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Appeal. Court I. 
| (Final List.) 


In re An Arbitration between The City and South London Railway Co, 
and The Rector and Churchwardens of the United Parishes of §, 
Mary, Woolnoth, and St. Mary, Woolchurch Haw. - Appeal of The 
City and South London Railway Co. from judgment of Mr. Justice 
Wright (special case), set down June 2, 1902. Dismissed with costs, 

h 27 


March 27. 
(Original Motions.) 
Proctor v. The Metropolitan Borough of Islington. ‘To be mentioned as to 
taxation of costs (by order). Dismissed with costs. March 30. 
Carlisle and Cumberland Bank v. Littles. Application for stay pending 
appeal (by order). Dismissed with costs. March 30. 
In re The Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. Vamplew and Others », 
Pargate Iron and Steel Co. Application of respondent company for 
security for costs of appeal (No. 23). £10 ordered. March 30. 


(Interlocutory List.) 


Thomson v. Wright Appeal of defendant from order of Mr. Justice 
Bigham, dated March 18, 1903. Dismissed with costs. March 30. 


Austwick v, Alexander. Appeal of defendant from order of Mr. Justice 
Bigham, dated March 19, 1903. Allowed with costs. March 30. 


(For Judgment.) 


The London County Couricil (Appellants) ». The Mayor, Aldermen, and 
Councillors of the Metropolitan Borough of Wandsworth (Respon- 
dents). Appeal of appellants from judgment of the Lord Chief Justice 
and Justices Darling and Channell, dated April 23, 1902 (cav 
March 12). Allowed with costs. March 31. 

In re Agricultural and Holdings (England) Act, 1883 to 1900. In re an 

Arbitration between J. Murdie (Tenant) and George G. Faber and 

Others (Landlords). — of landlords from judgment of Judge 

Greenwell (special case), Newcastle-on-Tyne (set down July 9, 1902), 

Settled. April 1. 





(For Hearing.) 


Ursula Bright Steamship Co. (Limited) ». R. P. Houston & Co. and 
Another. Appeal of plaintiffs from judgment from Mr. Justice 
Ridley, without a jury, Lancaster (judgment given in London), set 
down Feb. 17, 1902. Zerega & Co. and Others v. Ursula Bright 
Steamship Co. (Limited). Appeal of defendants from judgment of 
Mr. Justice Ridley, without a jury, Lancaster (judgment given in 
London), set down Feb. 17,1902. Allowed with costs, April 1. 
Willing, jun. (Limited) v. Brickwell & Kerr. Appeal of defendant Kerr 
from judgment of Mr. Justice Jelf, without a jury, Middlesex (set 
down July 11, 1902). Dismissed with costs. April 1. 


Appeal Court II. 

(General List.) 
Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co. (Limited) v. The Clifton Rubber Co. 
(Limited). Appeal of plaintiffs from order of Mr. Justice Kekewich, 
set down June 14, 1902 (two actions consolidated by order, dated 
April 29, 1902)—restored. Allowed with costs. March 31. 

(Original Motion.) 

The icultural Organizing Agency (Limited) v. The Millwall Dock Co. 
otention of defendants to strike out appeal (No. 137) from the 
General List. Application allowed with costs. April 1. 
de Quetteville v. de Quetteville. Appeal of plaintiff from order of Mr. 
Justice Joyce (set down March 4, 1903), advanced by order. Settled 
on terms ; costs to come out of estate. April 1 


(Lunacy Matters.) 

(Petitions.) 
In the Matter of William de Quetteville, a person of unsound mind, not 
so found by inquisition, Same v. Same. Further hearing. Settled 
on terms ; costs to come out of estate. April 1. 

(Interlocutory List.) 

Badishe Anilin, &c. v, Chemische Fabrik vormals Sandoz, Kc. Appeal of 
defendants from order of Mr. Justice Joyce (set down March 10, 1903). 
Dismissed with costs. April 1. ; 
Hemmings v. Garratt & Evans. Appeal of plaintiff from order of Mr. 
Justice Joyce (set down March 20, 1903). Dismissed for want of 
appearance. April 1, e 
(General List). 
In re Sir M. Seymour, deceased. Seymour aud Another v. Moresby and 
Others. Appeal of defendant M. F. K. Seymour from order of Mr. 
Justice Buckley (set down Nov. 20, 1902). Dismissed with costs. 
April 2. 
In re Earl Howe’s Settled Estates and In re The Finance Acts, 1894 ot 
1896. Karl Howe . Kingscote. Appeal of plaintiff from order ° 
Mr. Justice Buckley ory se March 23, 1903), advanced by order. 
Dismissed with costs. April 2, 





Chiet Justice dissenting). March 27. 


[Compiled by Mr, Auruva ¥. Cuarrix, Shorthand Writer. | 
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Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL ». WANDSWORTH BOROUGH COUNCIL. 
No. 1. 31st March. 


Merrorotis ManaGement—New Srreetr—Pavinc Expenses—Owner or 
Lanp Anutrinc on New Srreetr—Lanp Hetp ror Pusiic Purreses— 
Srarurory AvutTHortry—Merropotis Manacement Act, 1855, ss. 105, 
250—Merrropotis Manacement Act, 1862, s. 77. 

This was an appeal from the judgment of a Divisional Court on a case 
stated by a metropolitan police magistrate. The Wandsworth Borough 
Council, acting under section 105 of the Metropolis Management Act, 
1855, as amended by section 77 of the Metropolis Management Act, 1862, 
claimed from the London County Council, as the owners or occupiers of 
Tooting Bec Common, the sum of £319 19s. as the county council’s 
proportion of the expenses of paving a new street on which the common 
abutted. By a statute passed in 1873 and a scheme made thereunder 
Tooting Bec Common was vested in the county council for the purpose 
of being used as a public recreation ground under the Metropolitan 
Commons Act, 1866, and by a subsequent statute the adjoining common of 
Tooting Graveney was brought under the same scheme. The scheme 
provided that no house or other buildings should be erected on the commons 
except such lodges or other buildings as might be necessary for their 
maintenance or management. A refreshment room was built on ‘Tooting 
Bee Common, and was let by the county council to a refreshment 
contractor at a rentof £30a year. A lodge was built on Tooting Graveney 
Common for the use of an inspector in the service of the county 
council, from whose wages a deduction was made in respect of the 
rent thereof. These were practically the only buildings on the 
commons. The county council received small sums yearly in respect 
of grazing rights and licences to have: gateways opening on the 
commons, amounting in all to not more than £60. They incurred an 
expenditure of about £1,500 a year in maintaining the commons. The 
county council contended that they were not owners of Tooting Bec 
Common within the definition of ‘‘ owner ’’ in section 250 of the Metropolis 
Management Act, 1855, because they did not and could not receive a rack- 
rent in respect of the common, and that. they were therefore not liable. 
The magistrate held that the county council were owners, and made an 
order on them for payment of the amount claimed, but stated a case for 
the opinion of the court. The Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, C.J., 
and Darling and Channell, JJ.), following the judgment of Bruce and 
Phillimore, JJ.,in Fulham Vestry v. Minter (1901, 1 K. B. 501), affirmed 
the decision of the magistrate. The county council appealed. 

Tue Court (VaveHan Witi1AMs, Stieirne, aud Marnew, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal, overruling the case of Fulham Vestry v. Minter, and holding on 
the reasoning of Great Eastern Railway v. Hackney District Board of Works 
(8 App. Cas. 687), that the county council were not ‘‘ owners’’ within the 
definition contained in section 250 of the Metropolis Management Act, 
1855.—CounseL, Avory, K.C., and Ryde; Mattinson, K.C., and J. C. Earle. 
Souicrrors, W, A. Blaxland ; W. W. Young § Son. 

[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Esj., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re DRAX. SAVILE », DRAX, No. 2, 18th and 19th March. 


Lien—Inrerest—Crance on Lanp—No Worps Cuarcrxc Iyrerrst— 
Interest Beantna Dest. 


In 1814 R. E. Drax Grosvenor contracted to purchase a freehold estate, 
wud he paid a deposit. He died intestate before completing the purchase, 
leaving his only son R. E. E. Drax, his heir-at-liw. In 1822 R. E. E. Drax 
was found by inquisition to be a lunatic. In 1825 the committee of the 
lunatic was authorized by the court to complete the purchase, and accord- 
ingly, in consideration of £1,627, the balance of the purchase-money paid 
by them with the leave of the court out of the rents and profits of the real 
estate of the lunatic, a deed was executed whereby the property was con- 
veyed to trustees in trust for the lunatic, his heirs and assigns; and the 
deed contained a proviso that the sum of £1,627 so paid by the committee 
should be a lien upon the property in trust for the lunatic, his executors 
and administrators, In 1828 the lunatic died, a bachelor and intestate, 
leaving. his sister his heiress-at-law and sole next-of-kin. In 1828 letters 
of administration of the personal estate of the lunatic were duly granted 
to his sister, but she died in the year 1852, before the estate was fully 
administered. By her will she left all her real,and personal estate to her 


‘ husband, but the will was inoperative as to personalty which was not her 


separate property. In 1882 letters of administration of the personal estate 
of the lunatic remaining unadministered were duly granted to the husband, 
who died in 1887, and the plaintiffs were his executors. The plaintiffs sub- 
mitted that the sum of £1,627 (no part of which had ever been raised) with 
interest thereon since the death of the husband remained a subsisting lien 
or charge on the property which had been purchased on behalf of the 
lunatic, and formed part of the estate of their testator, the husband. 
Accordingly, the plaintiffs took out an originating summons asking for a 
declaration that they were entitled to a lien or charge on the property for 
the sum of £1,627 and iuterest thereon as from 1887, that being the date at 
Which it was agreed between the parties that the question should be dealt 
with, and to have such lien enforced by foreclosure or sale. It was decided 
by Joyce, J., that, looking at the object of the deed and the order in 
lunacy, and what all the parties had in view, there was constituted a lien in 
favour of the persons who were entitled to the personal estate of the 
lunatic as against those who were entitled to the real estate from his 
death ; that it would be quite contrary to the intention of everyone con- 





cerned that there should be a merger of the lien during the remainder of 
the life of the lunatic, nor was ro any merger after his death, as the 
estate and the lien were throughout not in the same persons ; and that 
therefore the plaintiffs were entitled toa lien or charge on the property 
for the sum of £1,627 with interest thereon at the rate of £4 per cent. per 
annum computed from 1887. The defendants a ed, asking by their 
notice of appeal for a declaration that the plaintiffs were not entitled to 
any lien or charge on the property for the sum of £1,627 or for any 
interest thereon; but that if the court should be of opinion that the 
plaintiffs were entitled to such lien for the sum of £1,627, then that they 
were not entitled to any such lien or charge for any interest on such 
sum. 

Tue Covrr (Cottrs, M.R., and Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Cotuns, M.R.—It is said that the right to the personal property and 
the right to the land became merged on the death of the lunatic, and 
therefore the lien is gone. In the circumstances of this case I think the 
rights never coalesced in the same person, and therefore there was no 
merger either in law or in fact. Then the appellants fall back upon the 
Statute of Limitations, and say that as there was never any interest 
payable on this charge there is no indication of any intention to keep it 
alive. If interest was payable the appellants are met by the difficulty 
that the obligation to pay and the right to receive were in the same person, 
and therefore there has been no lapse. The real question, therefore, is 
whether interest was or was not payable. It seems to me to be well 
established that a court of equity has power to charge interest, and does, 
in fact, as a general rule charge it when a charge has been created upon land, 
even though no words directly charging interest are contained in the 
instrument creating the charge. That is well established, and it is 
admitted that the court has such a power, but it is said that the special 
circumstances of this case may lead us to the presumption that no interest 
is payable. The circumstances of this case, in my opinion, far from leading 
us to that presumption, are directly opposed to it. There is therefore no 
merger, and the Statute of Limitations has no application. The appeal 
must therefore be dismissed. 

Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect. 
—Covnse., Badcock, K.C., Vaughan Hawkins, and Topham ; Hughes, K.C., 
Theobald, K.C., and Davenport. Soxicrrons, Woodsck, Ryland, § Parker, for 
Bilston § Francis, Bournemouth ; Brown, Ringrose, § Lightbody. 

[Reported by J. I. Srieuive, Esj., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


WORKMAN v. LONDON AND LANCASHIRE FIRE INSURANCE CO. 
AND OTHERS. Kekewich, J. 25th and 26th March. 


Action, Cause or—Consprracy to DissuapE Pgrsons rrom Conrractixe 
with PLarstirr—Intention To Insuke—‘* Goon Busrvess Reason.” 

This was an action in tort brought by Mr. Workman, the secretary of 
the Army and Navy Auxiliary Co-operative Supply (Limited) (a joint 
plaintiff and hereinafter called the Auxiliary Co.) against the defend« 
ants for an injunction and damages for an alleged unlawful combination 
by the defendants to injure the plaintiff Workman (and through him the 
Auxiliary Co.) in his business of fire insurance agent. The facts 
very briefly were as follows: For some years prior to 1901 the Army and 
Navy Co-operative Society (hereinafter called the society) effected insur- 
ances on their own buildings and property through Messrs. C. & Co., who 
were the appointed agents of many of the principal fire offices, and were by 
such offices paid the usual commission of 15 p-r cent. of the premiums 
on insurances effected through them. On the 19th of November, 1901, the 
society instructed their solicitor to negotiate with the fire offices with a 
view to enable the society to do their own insurance and thus save the 15 
per cent. commission then being paid to C. & Co,, who were informed ot the 
society’sintention. C.& Co. thereupon approached the managers of the leading 
fire offices and informed them that the insurance of the society's property 
was to be taken out of their hands and effected by the society itself. 
Shortly afterwards the society's solicitor acquainted the leading fire offices 
with the resolution of the society, and asked that the commission on all 
such insurances should thenceforward be credited to the society. The 
matter was considered at the next informal meeting of representa- 
tives of the tariff offices, when a resolution was passed declaring 
(in effect) that it was not permissible in the case of insurance 
of the society’s property for any fire office to appoint as agent 
the society itself, or any director, member, official, or employee thereof, or 
to pay commission to any broker or agent on such insurances without first 
obtaining from such broker or agent a written undertaking not to part 
with any of his commission directly or indirectly to the insured or any 
person on their behalf, A circular containing this resolution was sent by 
the manager of the Atlas Co., who was made a defendant, to all the tarilf 
offices. On the 18th of December, 190], the society, finding that the 
tariff offices declined to treat them as agents for insuring their own property 
for the purposes of commission, resolved to appoint the Auxiliary Co, 
their agents for such insurances. This having come to the knowledge of 
the tariff offices, was reported at the next informal meeting of the said 
representative committee on the 30th of December following, whereupon 
a second resolutioa was passed declaring (in effect) that it was not 
permissible under the terms of the earlier resolution mentioned above to 
pay commission to the Auxilary Co. in respect of the said insurances, This 
resolution was also communicated to the tariff offices, and was acted upon. 
The resolutions of the said committee were not legally binding en Se 
tariff offices, but in practice were, according to the evidence, conventionally 
treated as being so. For the plaintiffs it was urged that persons who 
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combine without justifiable reason or excuse to induce others to abstain 
from enteri into contractual relations with third parties, and who 
thereby occasion damage to such third parties, are liable in tort at the 
third parties’ suit and it was contended that the two resolutions above 
stated produced the resultant damage. For the defendants it was argued 
that the resolutions were necessary for their own business protection ; the 
employment of experts in insurance risks like C. & Co. as agents was of 
great advantage to the offices owing to their intimate and special know- 
ledge. This advantage would be lost by treating the Auxiliary Co., 
who had the same board of directors and the same solicitor as the society, 
as the agents of the society. Counsel cited Quinn v. Leatham (1901, A. C. 
495), Temperton v. Russell (1893, 1 Q. B. 715), and The Mogul case (23 
Q. B. D. 611). 


Kexewicn, J., dismissed the action, holding upon the facts that neither 
of the plaintiffs had suffered damage, for the commission if received by 
them would have had to be handed over to the society. His lordship said, 
further, that even assuming that the defendants all combined not to enter 
into contracts with the plaintiffs, and by such combination caused damage 
to the plaintiffs, yet if they had a good business reason for so acting, they 
did not act wrongfully ; here,in his lordship’s view, there was a good 
business reason, for it was obvious that the fire offices not only desired to cut 
down commissions to the lowest possible figure, but also recognized the 
necessity of employing agents who were expert and proper persons for 
such business ; the offices might reasonably object to paying commission 
to a man who effected his own insurance as against a duly appointed agent 
versed in the business of fire insurance, and it was impossible to say that 
such an objection did not furnish a good business reason for the defendants 
acting as they haddone. Action dismissed with costs.—CounseL, Warring- 
ton, K.C., and Colefaz ; P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Wood Hill; Bray, K.C., 
and Sargant. So.icrrors, Tyrrell, Lewis, § Co. ; Dawes § Sons ; Paines, Blyth, 
§ Huxtable. 

[Reported by Avan C. Nespirr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
MITOHELL +. CRAWSHAW. Div. Court. 25th March, 


Lacexsinc Acts—Sate or Beer to Crip —Vesset ‘‘Sratep’’ witH A 
Guuuep Laser—Intoxicatinc Liqvor (Sate to Cui_pren) Act, 1901 
(1 Ep. 7, c. 27), s. 2. A 
Case stated by justices of the East Morley Division of the West Riding 

of Yorkshire upon an information preferred by the respondent against the 

appellant under section 2 of the Intoxicating Liquor (Sale to Children) 

Act, 1901; for selling beer to a person under the age of fourteen not ina 

corked and sealed vessel. The case set out that the respondent, Ben 

Crawshaw, a superintendent of police, preferred an information against 

the appellant, Sarah Mitchell, a grocer, charging her under the 

Intoxicating Liquor (Sale to Children) Act, with allowing her daughter, 

Susannah Mitchell, to sell for consumption off the premises a bottle 

.of beer to Edith Leak, who was under fourteen years of age, which 
was not properly sealed in accordance with the Act. The appellant 
carried on business at Shipley and held a licence for the sale of 
beer to be consumed off the premises. On Sunday, the 30th of March, 

1902, Leak, who was not eight years old, and whose parents resided 
posite the appellant’s shop, was seen by a police sergeant to leave Mrs. 
itchell’s with a basket centaining a pint bottle of White Rose beer. ‘The 

bottle had a screw stopper, and over this stopper was placed a gummed 
paper label, which was continued about an inch down two sides of the 
neck of the bottle. The prosecution admitted that this label was quite 
dry at the time the bottle was supplied froin the plaintiff’s shop to Leak, 
and firmly adhered to the neck ot the bottle. The police stated, however, 
that the liquor could be withdrawn without destroying the label or shewing 
signs of removal in three or four minutes if the labels were damped with 
the tongue, and so softening the gum that the label could be taken off 
without tearing it. A police sergeant tried the experiment in court, and 
breathed upon and moistened the label of a similar bottle of beer with 
his tongue, and at the expiration of six or seven minutes had moistened it 
sufficiently to take off the label and withdraw the stopper without destr>y- 
ing or injuring the label, which he afterwards replaced in its former position. 
The appellant’s solicitor submitted that, though it was possible for a 
skilled police officer to remove the label and draw the stopper without 
destroying the label, such an act would be impossible for a child. Further, 
that the label as affixed was a seal within the meaning of the Act, but he 
offered no evidence. ‘The magistrates found as a fact that the bottle had a 
screw stopper over which was placed a perfectly dry gummed paper label 
which was continued about an inch down two sides of the neck and adhered 
thereto, but they were of opinion that in the circumstances the bottle was 
not secured and sealed as required by the Act, and accordingly they con- 
victed the appellant and imposed a fine of 5s. 

Lord Atvzustoxe, C.J., in giving judgment, said the discussion in this 
case raised in his mind very grave doubts as to the prudence of such legis- 
lation as this, although no doubt the object of it was excellent. The court 
had nothing to do with that, but had simply to construe the Act. The 
question turned on the section, which said that the expression ‘‘ sealed ’’ 
meant secured with any substance without the destruction of which the 
cork, plug, or stopper could not be withdrawn. He thought on the state- 
ment of fact in the case it was impossible to say that the stopper could not 
be withdrawn without destruction, even if they took the paper and gum, 
or the paper alone, as being the substance which secured the stopper. 
But the magistrates had all this before them. ‘They saw the experiment 

lormed and heard the description of the condition of the stopper and 
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bottle was not ed as uired by the Act. He did not think that th 
court could reverse that decision, as it seemed to be a question of fac 
it was impossible to say that there was no evidence to justify the finding, 
| But he desired to say something which would be little more than a 

tion in the way of further guidance in such cases. He did not want it tp 
be said that he was deciding that magistrates must say that every pape 
which was secured by gum was not sufficiently sealed within the i 
of the Act, because by some means or other it could be removed. Hg 
thought the true test was whether or not the cork or stopper was so secured 
that a child could not get at the liquor without its abstraction bej 
detected. Magistrates ought therefore to apply common sense to the 
facts before them, and say whether, sent out asit was, thesubstance by which 
the cork or stopper was secured would under ordinary circumstanges 
practically be destroyed in getting the liquor out. In this case, having 
regard to what they had found, it was impossible to say that the magis. 
trates were wrong without laying down arule which might bring the Actof 

-arliament to nothing. The appeal therefore failed. 

Wuts, J., concurred. He especially agreed with what the Lord Chief 
Justice had said as to the unfortunate character of imperfectly considered 
legislation of this kind. It certainly was an extraordinary anomaly that 
under this Act a bottle might be perfectly corked so that it would take a 
strong man to uncork it, and yet, if it was not fastened with somethi 
that could not be got off without destruction it would be within the Aet, 
which was intended for the protection of children. Legislation of this 
kind really ought to be well considered before it was entered upon. He 
had been assured at Birmingham, by people who were in full sympathy 
with the purposes of the Act, that it was having a very injurious effect 
upon women, because they went now to fetch beer instead of sending 
children, and took the opportunity of drinking. Still, the Act was in 
force, and had to be applied. 

CuANNELL, J.—In this case it was really a question of fact, and he agreed 
with the Lord Chief Justice that the true test was whether the vessel was 
so secured that practically the liquor could not be got out without 
detection. Appeal accordingly dismissed with costs.—Counsx., Lochnis; 
Geoffrey Ellis ; C. A. Russell, K.C., Compston, and Ball. Soxicrrors, Godden, 
Son, § Holme ; Clements, Williams, § Co., for Trevor Edwards, Wakefield. 

[Reported by Exskixe Rei, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


FINDLEY +». HAAS. Div. Court, 25th March. 


ADULTERATION—Brandy 27°6 Decrees Unper Proor—Survicrency or 
Crertiricaté or ANALYsT—SALE or Foov anv Drvucs Act, 1875 (38 & 
39 Vicr. c. 63), s. 6. 

Case stated by justices raising a question as to the form of a 
certificate to be given by an analyst under the Food and 
Drugs Act, 1875. The case stated that the appellant, acting under 
the direction of the local authority, went to an inn kept by the 
respondent Jane Haas, at Paull, on the 4th of March, 1902, in order 
to take a sample of brandy for the purpose of having it analyzed. A pint 
of brandy was purchased, which was subsequently tested by the public 
analyst, who gave his certificate of analysis in the following form: 
Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875. ‘‘To Mr. Findley,—I, the 
undersigned, public analyst for the East Riding of Yorkshire, do 
hereby certify that I received on the 5th of March, 1902, from 
you a sample of brandy, No, 9, for analysis, and have analyzed the same 
and declare the result of my analysis to be as follows: I am of opinion 
that the said sample contained the parts as under, or the percentages of 
foreign ingredients as under: It has been reduced from 25 degrees 
under proof to 27:6 degrees under proof. As witness my hand this 18th 
day of March, 1902, signed James Baynes.” On that report the respondent 
was stunmoned before the magistrates, but they refused to convict, being of 
opinion that the certificate was not sufficiently explicit, and that it ought 
to have specified the total quantity of pure spirit and added water or 
other ingredients (if any) contained in the sample. The informant 
appealed, and counsel submitted that the decision of the justices was wrong, 
as the figures given in the certificate shewed that an offence had been 
committed, and therefore the certificate was sufficient material upon which 
to convict the respondent, and Goulder v. Rook (1901,2 K.B. 290) and Newby 
v. Sims (1894, 1 Q. B. 478) were relied on. The respondent was not repre- 
sented on appeal. 

Lord A.vessrong, C.J., said by section 6 of the Food and Drugs Act, 

1879, it was made an offence to sell to the prejudice of the purchaser 

brandy in which the spirit was reduced more than 25 degrees under proof. 

It was impossible, therefgre, to say that the certificate which stated the 

amount under proof of the brandy was not to all intents and purposes 

sufficient proof of an offence upon which the justices could act. The case 
must go back. 

Wiis and Cnannet, JJ., gave judgment to the same effect. Appeal 

allowed and case remitted.—Counsu., Avory, K.C., and Biron. Soxicrrons, 

Hicks, Davis § Co., for J. kt. Procter, Beverley. 

[Reported by Exskine Res, Esq., Burrister-yt-I aw. | 


HUDSON v. BRIDGE. Div. Court. 26th March. 


ADULTERATION—SALE or Foops anp Duavucs—Certivicare or ANALYST— 
Decomposition oy = Articte — Burrisn PHanmacop asa — Sranvano 


Srrexotu or Drves—SaLe or Foops anp Duvos Acr, 1875 (38 & 39 
Vict. ©. . 

This was an appeal by the appellant Bridge against a fine of ten shillings 
for having on the 7th of January, 1902, sold to the respondent Hudson 4 
substance, viz., vinegar of squills, which was not of the substance, nature, and 
quality demanded by the purchaser, contrary to section 6 of the Sale ol Foods 


63), ss. 6, 18; Scnepute, N. 1 
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justices : The appellant is a chemist, and on the 7th of January, 1902, 
sold to the respondent, who is an inspector under the Foods and Drugs 
Act, a bottle containing six ounces of vinegar of squills. The respondent 
divided it into three parts, in accordance with the Act, and handed one 
part to the public analyst, who reported that it was deficient in 
qeetic acid to the extent of 40 per cent., as the sample contained only 

95 of acetic acid, whereas it should have contained 4°2 of that article. 
The analyst did not report whether any change had taken place in the 
article that would affect the analysis. At the hearing before the magis- 
trates it was proved that there was no standard for the compounded drug 

i of squills in the British Pharmacopeia, but it was contended on 
pehalf of the respondent that dilute acetic acid should contain 4°2 of 
acetic acid, that as by the British Pharmacopeia dilute acetic acid 
was an ingredient of vinegar of squills there was at any rate an 

roximate standard. The magistrates held the certificate of the 
analyst was a valid one, and that there had been a sale to the prejudice 
of the purchaser, and convicted the appellant. By section 18 of 
the Public Health Act, it is provided that the analyst's certificate 
shall be in the form set forth in the schedule to the section 4, 
and by one of the notes to the specimen schedule it is provided that in the 
case of a certificate regarding milk, butter, or any article liable to decom- 
position the analyst shall specially réport whether any change had taken 
place in the constitution of the article that would interfere with the 
analysis. On behalf of the appellant it was contended that the analyst’s 
certificate was bad as it did not comply with the form as set out in section 
18, and that that certificate being a condition precedent the conviction was 
bad; secondly, that there was no evidence that the purchaser had in fact 
demanded vinegar of squills which contained 4°2 per cent. of acetic acid, 
and that the sale was not therefore to his prejudice. For the respondent 
it was contended that the defect in the certificate was cured by the 
evidence that the analysis was not in fact prevented by the decomposition. 
On the second point it was contended-that there was approximately a 
standard set up by the British Pharmacopeia, and that a purchaser was 
entitled to have the drug compounded according to that standard. 
Counsel cited Dickens v. Randerson (1901, 1 Q. B. 434). 

Tue Covrr (Lord Atverstonr, C.J., and Wirts and CHANNELL, JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstonr, C.J., in giving judgment, referred to the various 
sections, and said he was not prepared to decide that the defect in the 
analyst's certificate could be cured by the presence of the analyst and the 
giving of evidence, but in his opinion the second objection was plainly fatal 
tothe conviction. It had not been shewn that a purchaser who demanded 
vinegar of squills demanded a drug which contained 4:2 per cent. of 
aseetic acid. No doubt when it was first made it would contain, if pro- 
perly made, 4:2 per cent of acetic acid, but it might be that, even if 
properly kept, the acetic acid would decompose, so that the drug con- 
tained no more than 2 per cent. of acetic acid; and yet the purchaser 
would not be prejudiced. That hypothetical case had been excluded by 
the magistrates, and the appeal must therefore be allowed;—Covnset, 
Avory, K.C., and R. EB. L. Vaughan Williams ; Compton Smith. Soricrrors, 
Neve, Beck, § Kirby; J. C. Earle & Sir Richard Nicholson. 

[Reported by Aan Hoae, Esq., Barrister-at-Law,] 





Solicitors’ Case. 


Ex parte THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Div. Court. 31st March. 


Souicrron — ALLEGED Misconpvct — Hep not Proven — Complainant 
Moves rx Court To ne Hearp as To THE Cuarces He Hap Mape—Svcu 
Motion Betne 1x THe Nature or A Quast-CrimmnaL CHARGE THE CouRT 
Rravmrs Ir ro ne Mapr ny Covnser—Soricrrors Act, 1888 (51 & 52 
Vier. c. 65), ss. 12, 13. 

Counsei on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society said that a large 
number of charges of professional misconduct had been preferred against 
the respondent solicitor, The charges had been investigated, and the 
committee in their report had only found against him four or five. On 
these charges he now moved that the respondent should be struck off the 
rolls, ‘The respondent, appearing in person, denied that he had been 
guilty of professional misconduct, and submitted that there was no 
evidence on which the court ought to convict hia. 

Tur Covrr (Lord Atverstonr, C J., and Witts and Cnannett, JJ.) 
dismissed the motion, being of opinion that the charges were not proved ; 


Re A SOLICITOR 


ordered him to pay his own costs. 

The complainant then claimed to be heard on the charges he had made 
before the Law Society against the respondent. [Lord Atverstoyr, C.J.— 
You are asking the court to punish the respondent. Your application is 
in the nature of a quasi-criminal charge, and we can therefore only hear 
counsel.] By section 13 of the Solicitors Act, 1888, he contended that he 
Was entitled to apply to the court personally to strike a solicitor off the 
rolls, and he cited Re Lilley (1892, 1 Q. B. 758), in which it was held that 
ina matter of costs a solicitor or applicant might be heard in m. 

Lord Atvensronr, C.J.—We think it better to deal first with this appli- 
cation respectfully made to the court by the complainant to be heard upon 
this application, especially as it is an important matter and one in which 
Weare reaffirming, not laying down, the practice of the courts in such 
matters. The section of the Solicitors Act, 1888, which we have to deal 
With here is as follows: ‘‘ Provided that any person who but for this Act 
Would have been entitled to apply to the court to strike a solicitor off the 
wll of solicitors or to apply to require a solicitor to answer allegations 


mittee is of opinion that there is no primé facie case of misconduct against 
the solicitor and shall be entitled to be heard if the society brings the 
report of the committee before the court.’’ That preserves the right of a 
person in the complainant’s position in two matters ; either he may himself 
apply on the ground that he has a charge the solicitor, or when the 
report is before the court, which is a new right, he should be allowed to be 
heard upon it. It has been for many years the practice to require where 
applications are made against solicitors that they shall be conducted by 
counsel. This statute is only a modified, improved, and amended 
procedure whereby the report of the Statutory Committee is bro’ 

the court, and then action is taken upon it. As far back as 1833 there is 
an authority to which I wish to refer, the case of Ez parte Pitt (2 Dowl. 
439). I refer to it not only because it is an authority on which 
this court has acted continuously before the Act of 1888, but because 
the reasons of the judgment are of as full effect and — to-day as they 
did at the time that the judgment was delivered. In that case a gentle- 
man applied in person for a rule to shew cause why certain attorneys 
should not be required to answer certain matters contained in a certain 
affidavit. That was a much less stringent or a less serious application than 
the application to strike off the rolls. Those who are ald enough to 
remember the old practice will remember that there were two applications 
—one to strike off the rolls, and the other to answer the matters of an 
affidavit—one being more serious than the other, and the court was dealing 
there with the less serious case, and the application was made to four 
judges, and Lord Denman, after consulting the other judges and the 
Master of the Crown Office, said this: ‘“‘The motion st an attorney 
being in the nature of a criminal information, the court requires that it 
should be made by a gentleman at the bar, and it cannot be made in 
person. Otherwise we have not the sanction of a barrister for the pro- 
priety of such an application. We cannot therefore hear you make this 
motion. The only case in which it appeared that the court ever interfered 
where the application was made in person was where a party demanded 
protection of the court against an attorney, and as it then stood on his 
affidavit that the attorney had been guilty of great misconduct, the court 
of its own accord directed that he should answer the matter stated on 
the affidavit of the applicant.” In my opinion, for the purpose 
of entertaining such an application as the complainant desires 
to make, either to alle that the committee have not gone 
far enough or that further action ought to be taken—lI will not 
use the expressicn against the solicitor only, because the complainant 
has disclaimed it, but it is in effect —_— the respondent—by sending the 
matter back, the court are: entitled to the same safeguards that have 
always been thought necessary in this matter. I desire to add, if we were 
dealing with the question of costs, anybody asking the complainant to pay 
costs, then either here or elsewhere he would be entitled to be heard. It 
is when a person seeks to put in force the amended jurisdiction of this 
court now governed by the statute of 1888, the words “entitled to be 
heard ”? mean entitled to be heard in the way that is in accordance with 
the practice of the court, and I think in this matter itis not possible for us 
to hear the complainant, and as we desire to deal with the matter to-day 
his application to adjourn his application for a week to enable him to brief 
counsel must be refused. 

Wu.s, J.—I entirely agree. I have had very considerable experience in 
cases of this kind, for a long period when at the bar I represented the 
Law Society, and during the fifty years or rather more that I have been 
in the profession I have never known a case in which an application of this 
kind was heard, either before or since the Act of 1888, in which the matter 
was not conducted by counsel. I think the reasons given by Lord 
Denman in Ex parte Pitt (supra) are quite as strong at the present time as 
they ever were before. I think it is a thoroughly sound practice and ought 
to be adhered to. 

Cnanne.L, J.—I entirely agree.—Counset, B. A. Cohen. Sorscrrorn, The 
Solicitor to the Law Society. 
[Reported by Erskive Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.} 


Solicitors Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 


March 30.—Epear Srantry Aviron, 48, Cross Cheaping-street, Coventry. 
Mareh 30.—Hernert Bamrorp. 

March 30.—Horacr Ciavp Vicror Brevey. 

March 30.—Curistorner Tuomas Butman, Carlisle. 

March 30.—Wiiu1aM Surrn Gorton. 

March 30.—Freperick Witt Hatt, Pickering, Yorks. 

March 30.—Cuartes Parr, Hop Exchange, Southwark, and Turnlee 
Woodford Green, Essex. 

March 30.—Ruys Gonrtne Tuomas, 6, Copthall-avenue, London, E.C, 
March 31.—Tracy Hvrentnson, Broadway, Ealing, and 22, Rood-lane, 
London, E.C. 








It is announced that the Emperor’of Japan has conferred the Order of 
the Rising Sun (Second Class) uivalent to Grand Commander—upon 
Professor John Westlake, K.C., and Professor Thomas Erskine Holland, 
K.C 


The following are the commission days fixed by the judges for holding 
the ensuing spring assizes : Northern Cirenit (Lawrance and Walton, JJ.), 
Manchester, Monday, April 20, Liverpool, Monday, May 4; both civil and 
criminal business will be taken. North-Eastern Circuit (Grantham, J,), 
Leeds, Monday, May 4. 

The Court of Common Council of the City of London will, it is 
stated, shortly be asked to alter the name of the City Chamber of Arbitra- 
tion to the ‘‘ London Court of Arbitration,’’ and to alter a number of the 
rules governing the Court or Chamber in order that it may be rendered 
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more popular among litigants, 
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New Orders, &c. 


High Court of Justice. 
Easter Vacation, 1903. 
Notice. 


There will be no sitting in court during the Easter Vacation. 

During Easter Vacation, all applications ‘“‘ which may require to be 
immediately or promptly heard,’’ are to be made to the Honourable Wr. 
Justice Swinfen Eady. 

Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady will act as Vacation Judge from Thursday, 
April 9th, to Monday, April 20th, both days inclusive. 

His lordship will sit in King’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Thursday, 
April 16th. On other days within the above period, applications in 
urgent matters may be made to his lordship by post or, if necessary, 
personally. 

In the case of applicatiors to the judge by post the brief of counsel 
should be sent addressed to the judge by book post or parcel, prepaid, 
accompanied by office copies of the affidavits in support of the application, 
and also by a minute, on a separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of 
the order he may consider the applicant entitled to, and also an envelope 
capable of receiving the papers, addressed as follows: ‘‘ Chancery Official 
Letter : To the Registrar in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, 
Royal Courts of Justice. London, W.C. 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

The address of the Vacation Judge can be obtained on application at the 
Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice. 








Law Societies. 


United Law Society. 


March 27.—Mr. C. H. Kirby presided.—Mr. W. S. Sherrington moved : 
“ That the evidence in favour of the Baconian authorship of Shakespeare's 
plays is worthy of serious consideration.’’ Mr. T. Ottaway opposed. The 
speakers were Messrs. C. Herbert Smith and J. F. W. Galbraith. The 
motion was carried by six votes to three. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srvpests’ Desatinc Socrery.—March 31.—Chairman, Mr. Alfred 
Dods.—The subject for debate was, ‘‘ That the present system of training 
in public schools is injurious to the welfare of the country.’’ Mr. W. 
E. Singleton opened in the affirmative; Mr. W. Valentine Ball opened in 
the negative. Thefollowing members also spoke: Messrs. W. M. Pleadwell, 
A. O. Harnett, G. Herbert Head, Leggett, Croom Johnson, Richardson, 
Chambers, Myers, and Stiebel. The opener replied, and the motion was 
lost by ten votes. 


Brewincuam Law Stupents’ Socrery.—March 31.—Mr. George Huggins 
in the chair.—A debate took place on the following moot point: “ That 
the decision of the majority of the Court of Appeal in Deverges v. Sandeman, 
Clark, & Co. was wrong.’ The speakers for the affirmative were Messrs. 
G.F. Pearson, A. E..Coley, W. W. Yates, W. H. Coley, H. W. Lyde, and 
T. H. Cleaver; and for the negative Messrs. E. Woodward, R. A. Tench, 
R. A. Willes, and B. R. Yorke. After a reply from the respective openers, 
the chairman very ably summed up. The question was then put to the 
meeting and the voting resulted in a win for the affirmative by a majority 
of six. The meeting closed with a hearty vote of thanks to Mr. Huggins 
for presiding. 








Justice Dickie, of the Supreme Court of New York, recently, says the 
Central Law Journal, refused to approve the articles of incorporation of a 
social organization on the ground that its name, “The United Bugs 
Social Club,” was objectionable. The judge has evidently decided that 
in this age of combination of various kinds the line must be drawn 
somewhere. 


When is a judge ‘‘ my lord ’’? asks a writer in the Daily Telegraph. In 
these slipshod days it is the practice to confer the title upon all and 
sundry, with a recklexs disregard for all the traditions of the past. Long 
ago the designation was confined strictly to the Lord Chancellor, the three 
“ Chiefs,” and the puisne judges of the King’s Bench, Common Pleas, 
and Exchequer. Even the Vice-Chancellors—though greater personages 
in some respects than their common law brethren—were at first nothing 
more than *‘ your honour.’’ Some old fashioned lawyers went the length 
of emtending that, sitting “in banco,” a judge of the High Court was 
not “ my lord.”” Such was the view of Mr. Serjeant Williams—“ the 
renowned serjeant,’’ who edited Saunders’ Reports, and became the father 
A Six FAward Vaughan Williams, J., and the grandfather of Vaughan 
Williams, L.5., It is recorded that when interrupted in the course of his 

mt by a question from a puisne judge, he would say: ‘Sir, I will 


SS 


a 


Companies. 
Licences Insurance Corporation. 


AnnvaL MEertING. 


The thirteenth annual general meetingof the Licences Insurance Corpor. 
tion and Guarantee Fund (Limited) was held on Friday, the 27th ult., at the 
Institute of Chartered’ Accountants, the Chairman, Mr. A. W. Rucorgs. 
Brisk, presiding. 

The report stated that the corporation has received in premiums duyj 
the year the sum of £107,643 2s. 10d., from which has to be deducted the 
sum of £7,172 18s. 10d., paid to other offices for re-insurance, making the 
premiums received and retained £100,470 4s., being an increase on the net 
premium income shewn in the last revenue account of £11,285 9s, 54, 
The amount of interest realized by the corporation from its investments 
during the year was £4,679 4s. 6d., no credit having been taken for accrued 
dividends upon ordinary stock and shares liable to fluctuation. The 
claims paid, and legal expenses incidental thereto, together with the 
reserve set aside for claims in suspense and contingencies, amounted 
(after deducting £25,462 10s. 7d., the reserve appropriated to claims 
in suspense on the Ist of January, 1902) to £52,538 6s. 10d. The 
management expenses, including commission, rent, rates and taxes, 
amounted to £28,207 1s. 94. The total income of the corporation for the 
year was £112,327 2s. 4d., and the total expenditure (exclusive of additional 
reserve for unexpired risks) was £87,918 7s. 5d., shewing a balance for the 
year of £24,408 14s. 1ld. To this must be added £1,963 14s. 6d., being 
the balance brought ‘forward from last year, making a total of 
£26,372 9s. 5d.; of this, £17,139 had now been added to the reserve fund 
for unexpired risks, making this £29,639. The large increase to this 
reserve had been rendered necessary by the alteration in the date of the 
general annual licensing meeting in England and Wales, under the 
Licensing Act, 1902. The available surplus of £9,233 9s. 5d. the directors 
proposed to apply as follows: To payment of a dividend upon the ordinary 
shares of 6 per cent. for the year, £4,127 2s., leaving a balance to be 
carried forward to the credit of next year’s account of £5,106 7s. 5d. 

Mr J. O’Donocnvr (general manager and secretary) having read the 
notice convening the meeting, 

The Cuamman, in moving the adoption of the report, said that the 
premium income had been increased by £11,285 9s. 5d., making the total 
income £112,327 2s. 4d., and the reserve for unexpired risks by £17,139, 
making it now £29,639. The general reserve, standing at £40,000, has not 
been increased, because the directors had thought it desirable to retain as 
much money in hand as possible to meet probable claims. For a similar 
reason, therefore, £52,500 has been set aside for claims in suspense and 
contingencies, and £5,106 7s. 5d. carried forward. To-day they knew 
the worst, as the licensing sessions were now passed. ‘The result 
reflected credit upon the careful way in which the business was 
conducted, for they were able to propose the usual dividend, which 
was less than the interest obtained upon the invested funds. 
There had been .extraordinary misrepresentation and misunderstanding 
with reference to the objects, scope, opportunities, and possibilities of 
licence insurance. No scheme that could be devised by the application of 

the principles of insurance could have any influence upon the question of 
the reduction of licences from the point of view either of the insured, or 
of the public, or of magistrates. The basis upon which the company’s 
business had been conducted was that of the risk being represented by the 
action by tenants, and the discredit which they or customers might bring 
to a licensed house. It was true that the reduction of licences upon the 
ground that they were not required, or in pursuance of the discretionary 
decisions of magistrates, was a contingency which had hitherto come 
within the scope of the company’s business, and possibly an infinitesimal 
proportion of the premiums hitherto paid might be allocated to such risk, 
but the danger was nominal, and was governed by the general experience 
of, and universal confidence in, the actions of the magistrates being guided 
only by considerations of justice to the applicant. As they were, how- 
ever, now confronted by a comparatively irresponsible resolution on the 
part of magistrates to reduce licences, with or without excuse, such element 
of risk was wholly beyond the scope and possibilities of the science of 
insurance, and must therefore be more or less excluded from their 
operations in the future, and, so far as justice and fair play were 
concerned, the trade and the licensing justices were face to face, 
They had read, and of course with great satisfaction, the weighty pro- 
nouncement of the Lord Chancellor. They ‘knew that it was only a pro- 
nouncement, and did not alter the law as it was left after the decision of 
the Court of Appeal in the Farnham case. Whether that law would be altered 
Wy the House of Lords or not it was impossible to say, but its effect was clear 
that the head of the judicial bench has, to an extent at least, rele 
the licensing magistrates from the responsibility to the public at large 
which, since the Farnham case, they had assumed, and had directed their 
responsibility to the interests of the individual se®king justice at their 
hands. If once the magistrates accept this view, it might be hoped that 
the individual applicant would be treated fairly, and that was all that was 
desired. In conclusion, to come back to one word in reference to our own 
company, he found that one word in the expression ‘guardian.’ He 
could only say that had the company been named ‘‘ The Guardian”’ that 
name would have actually represented its work, its responsibilities, and 
and its accomplishments. It was, in truth, the guardian of the trade. 
In conclusion he asked them to accord a hearty vote of thanks to the 
manager and the assistant manager for their very arduous work, especially 
during the last few months, and the admirable way in which they had 
conducted the business of the corporation, also to the outdoor staff, who 





aguas - 
answer your olwervations after I have replied to my lord.”’ 


| were always realy to co-operate with them in furthering its ends and aims, 





Apr’ 
=— 
The H 
to 
On the 
GLYNN, t 
Wood, W 
On * 
Messrs. 
sir : 
id. 
mir. C 
A vote 


The d 
Surrey ~ 
in 1833, 
was, 88) 
than fiv 
Trinity 
Thames 
bore, 82 
for inte 
fidence 
a retiri 
indefat 
his side 
singlen 
the bee 
carry | 








] Corpora. 
It., at the 
Rvcorgy. 


1s dt ing 
acted the 
king the 
1 the net 
9 9s, 5d, 
estments 
t accrued 
n. The 
with the 
mounted 
9 Claims 
l. "The 
| taxes, 
1 for the 
ditional 
for the 
ae being 
otal of 
ve fund 
to this 
: of the 
ler the 
vectors 
rdinary 
to be 


ad the 


at the 
@ total 
7,139, 
as not 
ain as 
imilar 
e and 
knew 
result 
was 
which 
unds, 
iding 
os of 
on of 
on of 
d, or 
iby’s 
y the 
ring 
the 
lary 
ome 
mal 
isk, 
nce 
ded 
ow: 
the 
ent 
of 
eir 
ere 
Ce, 
0- 
0- 
of 
ed 
ar 
od 
ze 
ir 
ir 
at 


a SO 








the appointment of Mr, Arthur Francis Whinney, chartered accountant, as 
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The Hon. R. Parker seconded the motion, and it was unanimously 
to. : | 

‘On the motion of Mr. E. Dz M. Lacon, seconded by Mr. T. G. H. 
Guysy, the retiting directors, the Hon. Reginald Parker and Mr. C. Page 
Wood, were re-elected. ; 

On the motion of Mr Linc, seconded by Mr. McIntyre, the auditors, 
Messrs. Turguand, Youngs, Bishop, & Clarke, were re-elected. 

sir T. R. Dewar, M.P., moved that a dividend at the rate of 6 per cent. 

id. ; 

“ C. Pace Woop seconded the motion, and it was adopted. 

A vote of thanks to the chairman brought the proceedings to a close. 








Obituary. 
Mr. Joseph Lucas. 


The death is announced of Mr. Joseph Lucas, solicitor, formerly of 21, 
Surrey-street, London, in his ninety-third year. Mr. Lucas was admitted 
in 1833, and must have been one of the oldest solicitors on the rolls. He 
was, says the Times, born in the reign of George IIl., and had seen no fewer 
than five sovereigns on the English throne. He originally practised at 1, 
Trinity-place, Charing Cross, but afterwards removed to 21, Surrey-street, 
Thames Embankment. He retired from practice some years He 
pore, says the Zimes, throughout his long life an unblemished character 
for integrity and high-mindedness, and never failed to win the entire con- 
fidence of his clients and of his professional colleagues. He was always of 
aretiring disposition, but when any of his clients was in difficulties he was 
indefatigable in his efforts to help him, and when he knew he had right on 
his side spared no pains to secure that justice should be done. To perfect 
singleness of purpose he united a dogged pertinacity and a grasp of all 
the bearings of a complicated case which more than once enabled him to 
carry his point against all discouragement. 








Legal News. 
Appointments. 


Sir Gzorcr Youne, Bart., has been appointed Chief Commissioner of 
Charities, in the place of Mr. C. H. Alderson, C.B., retired. 

Mr. Cuartrs Arcuer Coox has been appointed one of the Charity 
Commissioners. 

Mr. T. S. Tomrnson, barrister, has been appointed Prosecuting Counsel 
to the Treasury in Mint Cases at the Preston Sessions, in succession to Mr. 
F, Mellor, K.C. 

Mr, Pamir Conn, solicitor, of No. 7, Waterloo-street, Birmingham, 
has been appointed a Commissioner to Examine Witnesses and take 
Affidavits for the High Court of the Orange River Colony. 





General. 

Rather a comical scene was witnessed a day or two ago at the Palais 
de Justice, says the Paris correspondent of the Daily Telegraph. Barristers 
and municipal guards were rushing after a well-dressed man, and when he 
had been captured an inquiry was made after his victim, as the pursuit 
had been organized on the impression that he had been doing bouaiy 
injury to someone. At last a cry of ‘‘ Here he is!” was heard, and 
presently the party hurrying to the spot beheld a lawyer hiding behind a 
pillar and trembling in every limb. Great was the merriment when it was 
ascertained that the lawyer had got into a state of panic because the 
plaintiff in a divorce case with which he was connected—the defendant 
being his client—annoyed at some remark he had dropped, had thrown 
his card to him as they left the court. In his trepidation the lawyer had 
given vent to loud cries for help, and under the impression that something 
awful must have happened, a chase had been promptly started after the un- 
lucky husband of his fair client, who, as need hardly be added, by no 
means relished the adventure. 


On the 31st ult., says the Times, there was held a first meeting of 
creditors under a receiving order made on the 17th ult. against Mr. 
William Henry Miles Booty and Mr. Alfred Bayliffe, who had practised in 
partnership as solicitors, under the style of Booty & Bayliffe, at 1, Ray- 
mond-buildings, Gray’s-inn. The chairman said that most of the creditors 
would probably be aware that a receiving order was some time ugo made 
nst Mr. Booty, who was the active member of the firm. The figures 
Which he (the chairman) would place before the meeting were those 
supplied by Mr. Booty alone, his partner, Mr. Bayliffe, being, it was stated, 
mentally and physically unfit to be examined at the present time as to his 

i Mr. Booty’s separate assets were estimated at £2,772, and his 
liabilities at £466° only. The partnership statement of affairs shewed 
liabilities expected to rank at £177,762, against assets estimated to 

nce £111,642, Of those assets £108,600 was said to be derivable from 
debts, and of that amount £66,900 odd was represented by debts 
treated as worth 20s. in the pound, the balance of £41,600 odd being the 
estimated value of £140,122 of doubtful and bad book debts, It would, 
therefore, be seen that the bulk of the pons estate, as stated by 
Mr. Booty, consisted of book debts, and it was doubtful whether anything 
like his estimates would be realized. No proposal of composition beir 
fore the meeting, the creditors passed resolutions for bankruptcy anc 


The Standing Committee of the House of Commons on Law on the 26th 
ult. resumed the consideration of the Bill to-extend the jurisdiction of the 


county courts. Sir A. Godson moved as a new clause that: ‘‘No fee 
under this Act shall exceed, for entering a plaint, £1, and for hearing the 
same, in addition, £1.’’ The Attorney-General said the point was one of 
great importance, but it was one which had better be left to be dealt with 
by the committee which had power to regulate the fees under the law as it 
stood. After some further discussion the amendment was withdrawn. 
Mr. Atherley-Jones moved a new clause giving registrars of county courts 
the power to hear and determine, ‘‘ subject to the rules ard orders ’’ under 
the principal Act—(1) Any disputed claim where the sum claimed or 
amount involved does not exceed £5; and (2) with the consent of both 
parties to the action any claim for the recovery of a debt or liquidated 
money demand, with or without interest, arising upon a contract, express 
or implied, where the sum claimed is between £5 and £50. Sir A. Rollit 
supported the amendment. Mr. Wallace thought it would be a dangerous 
thing to confer these powers on a registrar who, in a small country town, 
might be one of two or three rival practising solicitors. It would be most 
unsatisfactory and invidious, and would probably create a strong feeling 
between the practitioners in the place. Sir J. Woodhouse with Mr. 
Wallace. The Attorney-General trusted the committee would not accept the 
‘proposal, There were some county courts, which exercised bankruptcy 
jurisdiction, where the registrar was in the habit of dealing with large 
and important matters, but the committee had to look at the question all 
round, and he should regard with the gravest apprehension a proposal to 
confer, even with the consent of the parties, judicial powers upon one of 
several practising solicitors in a country town. Mr. Atherley-Jones with- 
drew the clause, and moved to amend section 92 of the principal Act, by 
providing that the registrar might, with the consent of the parties and the 
sanction of the judge, try a disputed claim ‘‘ which does not exceed in 
amount £5,’’ instead of £2 as at present. The amendment was to. 
Mr. Brynmor Jones brought up a new clause providing for ‘‘the trans- 
ference of actions in which the plaintiff claims more than £50 by virtue of 
this Act.’’ The object, he said, was to give the judge power to transfer 
the trial of an action from a small and inconvenient court to a large and 
convenient court. At present he had no such power. The Attorney- 
General thought the clause was a great improvement, and that the pro- 
cedure to be adopted, that of an Order in Council, was the best means of 
securing uniformity. The clause would go far to render the Bill work- 
able ; but, good as the amendment was, it did not meet the difficulty in 
regard to London, where, if this jurisdiction was conferred, it would be 
found almost necessary to‘ duplicate the courts and the judges. The 
clause was agreed to, and the Bill, as amended, was ordered to be reported 
to the House. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or Reeistrars Iv ATTENDANCE oN 





Dat Emercency <Appseat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
a OTA. No. 2. KExewicu. Brrse. 
Monday, April ......... 6 Mr. Godfrey Mr. Carrington Mr. Jackson Mr. Church 
Tuesday . = wovessecsoes 7 R. Leach Beal Pemberton Greswell 
Wednesday . a Beal Carrington Jackson Church 
Thursday .........cocccecse 9 Carrington Beal Pemberton Greswell 
Date Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ws FARWELL. Buckuey. Jorcr. Swisrew Eapy. 
Monday, April ...,..... 6 Mr. R. Leach Mr. King Mr. Theed Mr. Farmer 
ies ail. Godfrey Farmer W. Leach King 
Wednesday ..... ....0... 8 R. Leach King Theed Greswell 
ZRINEIT ccccsaseisesvecein © Godfrey Farmer W. Leach Church 


The Easter Vacation will commence on Friday, the 10th of April, and terminate on 
Tuesday, the 14th of April, 1903, both days inclusive 








The Property Mart. 


Results of Sale, 
Reversrons anp Lire Pouicirs. 
Messrs. H. E. Fostrr & Cranrrecp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 738) of 
the oar ie, at the Mart, E.C., on Thursday, when the following lots were sold > 
IVE NS: £ 


7) 


Absolute to One-sixth of about £6,439 —... ons “< we . Sold 520 

A similar Reversion o eS “_ ons a i ow oo =o SD 

Absolute to One-fourth of about £4,900... one one ae ~ = 

Absolute to Freehold Cottage ... ows ove ooo we ove oo » 
LIFE POLICIES: 

For £2,250, in London ; life 40 ob a =. _ u-—u » & 


For £700, in Metropolitan; life 57... - pom wee om ~— » 2 
Messrs. C. C, & T. Moons sold at the Mart, on April 2, the Freeholds, Nos. 6 and 8, 
Well-street, Whitechapel, for £1,550; Four Houses at Forest-gate for £1,150; and other 
Properties at Bow and South Hackney. 








Winding-up Notices. - 

- London Gazette.—Frivay, March 2%. 

JOINT STOCK COMPANTERS. 
Liurrev rx Cuanorry, 

A. M. Pruxins & Sox, Lanvrso—Creditors are required, on or before ay be to sand their 

names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Horace Wilham 
Sandars, 25, Victoria st, Westminster, Hewlett & Co, Raymond Nidgs, Gray's inn, 
—— = liquidator - a 
nirish Eueoraie Street Tramways, Linrtep—Petn for winding ted March 2, 
directed to be heard April 7. Davis, Liverpool st, solor for peter’ Notien of 





, with a committee of inspection, 


must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of April ¢ 
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presented March 25, directed to be heard 

Angove & Co, Grea’ st, solors for petioning creditors. Notice of 

a must reach the shoremanal not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 6 

= arpy, & Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before April 13, to send 

their names and addresses to William Walter Read, 44, Gresham st. Steadman & Co, 
Old Broad st, solors for liquidator 


Byrxe & Co, mig yo for winding up, presen’ 
April 7, tt Winchester 


} 
Corporation OF COLONIAL AND GENERAL AGeEncigs, Limitep (1n Votuntary Liquipa- | 


T1oN)—Creditors are peo. on or before May 15, to send their names and addresses, 
and iculars of their 
st. Pnley & ¢ & Co, Lena eg 

Diuxs & Co, Lourep tn for winding up, presented March 27, directed to be heard 
April 7. Dinn, 2, Gresham _bldgs, solor for petners. Notice of appearing must reach 
the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 6 

E. F. Vowies & Co, Liurrep—Creditors are —ee on or before April 28, to send their 

addresses, | and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frank Hi 
Kingham, Fenchurch 


Lonpow (RIVERSIDE) Coxp Srorace Co, Limrren—Petn for ao up, presented March | 
0! 


25, directed to be heard April7. Stammers, Basinghall st, solor for petner. Notice of 
os must Som the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


“ood or claims, to Edward Snow Lancaster, 754, Queen Victoria | 


Pot Cutver Steausuir Co, Lumrep (ix Liquipation)—Creditors are required, op 
before Apeil 14 14, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their dette 
| claims, to Arthur Henry ers, Fenwick st, Liverpool 
PounTor Le FyLpE Gas, Coat, Limx, anp Coxe Co, Limrep—Creditors are 
their names and addresses, and the particul a oe 


| onor before April 25, to send 
debts or claims, to to Richard Dutton, Tithebarn st, Poulton le Fylde. May, solor fo 
liquidator 


Prince Luzweityn State Quarry Co, Loren (in Voruntary Liguipatios)— 
itors are req on or before April 14, to send their names and and 
particulars of their debts or claims, to jamin Cookson, Castle st, Liverpool 
| Same. Mecorrr & Sons, Laureno— Creditors tors are iadge yom on or before April a to send 
their names and addresses, and th: their debts or claims, to Thomas 
Galland Mellors, 1, Kin John’s dentin, Pa cidioamith gate, Nottingham. Wells & Hind, 
Nottingham, solore for iquidator 
WAKEFIELD Commerciat Lanp Buitpine anp InvestTMENT Co, Lumtep Gn Liquipatioy 
| —Creditors are required, on or before April 30, to send their names and _ 
particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur Loxley, City chmbrs, Wood st, Wakefield 








a 


April 6 


Lows, Frietcuer, & Huime, Limitep (1x Liguipartioy NP eee are r at. = or 
e particulars of their debts or 


New ‘Mitrorp Icr Co, Lritep—Creditors are sean, on or before April 27, to send 
resses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Herbert 


before — 21, "to send their names and cr or an 
claims, to George Pepper, Pier chmbers, Chatha: 


ir names and add 
Sayer, 40, London rd, Lowestoft 


London tte-—Turspay, March 


don Gaze 
JOINT STOCK COMP ANIES 


Liaitzp tn CHANCERY. 


Moetwsn Mixixe Co, Limitep (1x Liguipatioy)— —Creditors are required, on or before 
dresses, and the particulars of their debts and 


27, to send their names and 
claims, to Colin Cooper, 33, Princess st, Manchester 


NILerRi Baw ay Co, gr (ix Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, |e as i ory Preston, Lancaster April 25 Bond y Goss, Registrar, Preston 


~ a Heisch, 18, 8t Helen’s pl 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, March 27. 
RECEIVING «ee 
Au.isorp, AtpeRT Avoustus. Hardware 
er Birmingham Det March 23S h 23 Ord Maran 5 


ArvnvDELL, Sipyey Hersert, Shipton under Wychwood, 
Oxford, Decorator Oxford Pet March 2% Ord 
24 


Barker, Joseru Henny, Hereford Hereford Pet March 6 | 
Ord March 25 


‘ | 23 
Brecu, Hersert Avustix, Wolverhampton, Coach Builder | g;ypsox, TuzorniLus Pepys rd, New Cross, House Agent 


Wolverhampton Pet March 21 Ord March 21 

Booxer, ALbert, jun 
Brighton Pet March 23 Ord March’23 

Baiestock, Cuaries, Leicester, Bout Maker Leicester 
Pet March 25 Ord March 25 

Brooxt, WAtter, Bradford, Florist’s Assistant Bradford 
Pet March 24° Ord March 23 

Bryant, James Hitry, Bridgend, Fish Dealer Cardiff Pet 
March 23 Ord March 23 


Buiiock, A.rrep, Middlesbrough, Labourer Middles- | 

bro Pet March 24 Ord 24 | 

But.er, Tuomas, West Hartlepool, Bootmaker Sunderland | 
Pet March 23 Ord March 23 

vl. Bs | 


CHAMBERS, St or Tuomas, Lower Clapton 
Draper High Court Pet March 24 Ord March 2 

CuILMAN, Seu” Wituram, Kin oy on Huil, Solicitor 

on Hull Pet Mare Ord March 25 

Cuances Coorer & Co, King William st, Stone Merchants 
High Court Pet Feb 5 Ord Mareh23 

Cowrer, Marmapuxke Joun, Burgess Hill, Sussex, Orchid 
Grower Brighton Pet March 5 Ord March 23 

Currinectoy, Harry More, Wisbech, — ad 
Fitter King’s Lynn Pet March 23 Ord March 23 

Davies, Daniet Gasket, Wak , Tinner Wakefield 
Pet March 25 Ord March 25 

Davies, Joux Tuomas, Ebbw Vale, Boot Maker Tredegar 
Vet March 23 Ord March 

Dransze, Sipyey Hersert, Sheffield, Tobacconist Sheffield 
Pet March 25 March 25 


Forp, Tuomas, Brereton, Chester, Farmer Macclesfield 
Pet March 23 Ord March 23 


Fraser, WituiAm Harorp, Brighton, Café Proprietor | 
reh 


Brighton Pet March 21 Ord 21 
Goum, Ratra Hitt, Bristol, Coal Merchant Bristol Pet | 
rch 23 Ord March 23 
Haxrisox, Lavuyce.or CuarLes Witrrep, and Orro Henry 
Scuwerrr, Garway rd, Paddi m, Wood Carvers 
High Court Pet March 23 Ord March 23 
Heatiey, Marsnart Davis, Whitley Bay, Northumber- 
, Auctioneer Newcastle on "ayes Pet March 5 
Ord March 23 
Herroxp, Artuvr, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet March 25 Ord March 25 
Hiiicox, Wittiam, Endell st, Long Acre, aie Merchant 
High Court Pet March 25 Ord March 2: 
Hixv, Joux Wiriiam, Mile End rd, Pork Butcher High 
Court Pet March 25 Ord March 25 
Keaxe, Micuary, and James Kranz, Maesteg, Builders 
Cardiff Pet March 23 Ord March 23 


Leacu, Joux, Kensworth, Bedford, Publican Luton Pet | 
h25 Ord March 25 


Laws Pair, Horsham, Sussex, Bookbinder Brighton | 
Pet March 25 Ord March 25 
Mauiett, Witiiam, Kentish Town, Furniture Dealer 
Court March 2 St Mae h 25 
Mayer, Hexry, Warmington rd, Herne Hill, Commercial 
a Traveller ti Court Pet Starch 5 Ord March 25 
ORGAN, Ruys, F Innkeeper Pontypridd 
Pet March 23 March 23 = 


Morais, Marcoim Srarrorp, Bristol, Butcher Bristol 
et March 24 Ord March 24 


Feb 27 





East Preston, Sussex, Carman | 





Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 


Lonton Gazette—Friwway, March 27 
| wow LER, WILLIAM Josepn, St Martin’s In, Licensed Victualler " Apeil 21 Plowman & Coy 


Fowler, Byrne, J Frost & Co, enhall st 


Watton, SamvEt, Morecam 
Registrar, 








Parker, WATER, New Radford, Nottingham, Greengrocer 
Nottingham Pet March 23 Ord March 23 

Pavut, JANk Hareiett, Pwllheli, Carnarvon, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet Feb 12 Ord March 25 

PEnroiD, FrepericKx James, Dalston In, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Feb 27 Ord March 25 

Ransom, Tuomas WILi1AM, King’s Lynn, Carpenter King’s 
Lynn Pet March 23 Ord 23 

Rayner, F J, Slinfield, Sussex, Contractor Brighton Pet 
March 7 Ord March 24 

Ropinson, Witiiam, Leeds, General Dealer Leeds Pet 
March 24 Ord March 24 

Rowe, Jouy, Watton, Norfolk, Tailor Norwich Pet March 

Ord March 23 


High Court Pet r: 
Skye, Tuomas, Maesteg, Greengrocer 
23 Ord March23 


2 Ord March 19 
Cardiff Pet March 


Snetumc, ApranaAmM WaAtrter, and RecinaLp WALTER 
SNELLING +” emo Tailors Sheffield Pet March 25 
Ord Mare! 

STEVENSON, jn. Cannon st, ener Broker Greenwich 
Pet Feb 27 Ord March 2 

Srew; Mark, Porth, Glam, all Pontypridd Pet | 
March 24 Ord March 24 

Swinever, Amos, Leicester, Baker Leicester Pet March 24 
Ord March 24 


Tayior, Atrrep, Brighton, Surveyor Brighton Pet Feb | 
20 Ord March 24 


Tomes, W1LL1AM Jouy Stevens, Norwich, Licensed Victu- 
aller Norwich Pet March 24 Ord March 24 

Wacker, Cuaries, Halton, nr Leeds, = bd Leeds 
Pet March 24 Ord March 24- 

Wueeter, Wi.iiam, Moreton in Marsh, Glos, Butcher 
Ban Pet March 11 Ord March 23 

WituiAms, Artuvur, Bilston, Stafford, Hatter Wolver- 
hampton Pet March 23 ‘Ord March 23 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALLPREsS, Anos, South Normanton, Harness Maker April 
7 at 12 Off Ree, 47, Full st, Derby 

Barnett, Wi111AM, Tunbridge Ww ells, Kent, Grocer April 
6 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Becxworts, GroraE, Whitwick, Leicester, Builder April 
4 at 11.30 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on Trent 


Bisuor, Henry, eee oe Glam, Butcher April 8 at 12 
1 35, High st, Mert 
| Bone EY, RicHarp, ey, Tie ctor’, Miller April 6 at 10 


, 0 iffa st, Hereford 

hicte, JAMES Osborne, Aberfan, Merthyr Tydfil, Builder 
April 6at3 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Brew, James Freperick Hurroy, Cleveland gdns, Bays- 
water April 9 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Brooke, WAvtrR, Bradford, Florist’s Assistant April 7 
3 Of ff Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

CuAmbers, ALFagpD THOMAS, Lower Soa ge oe os ate Draper 
April 6 at 2.30 Bankruptcy badge ane Coe 

Caar.ies Cooper & Co, King — Merchants 
April 7 at 11 Bankruptey bldgs, teat 

CripLanpD, Freprrick Hexry, Bournemouth West, Dorset, 
Chartered Accountant April 6 at 12.30 Off Ree, End- 
less st, Salisbury 

Evans, SAMUEL, Tete, Labourer April 6 at 2.45 
Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

| GARDINER, Arran x, Norwich, Tobacconist April 4 at 1.15 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Gray, Henry Roserr, Osborne ter, Clapham April 9 at 

2.30 Bankru; nay ved bldgs, 


C 
one, 7 be Li4M Rockuirre, Leods ¢ Cycle Dealer April6 at 
1 


ff Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


Hearn, MAnsaALi Davies, Whitley Bay, Northumber- 


y 
uctioneer April 6 at 11.30 Off Ree, 30, Mosley 
st, Newcastle on 
Hrrvorp, Aeruvur, Leicester, Boot ro saad April 8 
at12 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leice ste 


Patuzn, m -¥: paaee, Ss pomees st, Hay Dealer High | Hon, a Rd Wituiam, Swansea, Musician April 4 at 


Parker, Samver, Church Gresley, 
Burton on Trent Pet March 23° Ord March 23 


Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, 8 


» ate, Fish Dealer | Isaacs, M.A. Merthyr Clothion April 7 at 12 
183 ' Merthyr yal” Lom 


’ st, 


Grocer April 25 Leigh & Pearce vy Walton, 


, Lancaster, 
Preston Whiteside, Morecambe 
London Gazette.—Turspay, March 31. 


Kanovsky, MM, Brick In, ay Tobacconist April 
7 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bl , Carey st 

Martin, Frepericx, Princes Risborough, Bucks, Coal 
Merchant April 4at 12 1, St Aldate’s, Oxfo: 

Masuirer, Leonarp, Millom, Cumberland, Bus Driver 

April 6 at 11,15 County Court house, Whitehaven 

NicHo.son, Frepericx Epmunp, ee upon Hull, Var- 

nish Maker April 7 at 11 "Off Trinity House la, 


Hull 

Nyg, GrorcGe Wituiam, Eastbourne, Photographer April 
28 at2 Messrs Coles & Son, Seaside ré, Eastbourne 

Paut, Jane Hargett, Pwhilheli, Licensed Victualler 
April9at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey et 

Reep, Francis, Gt Giimsby, Hatter April 7 at 11 Of 
Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Rew, Anpnew, and Davip Rev, Millom, Cumberlané, 
Coal Dealers April 6 at 11 County Court house, 
Whitehaven f 

Resta, Feperico, Shaftesbury av, Importer April 8 at Il 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Rosinson, Wii.1AM. Leeds, General Dealer April 6 at 11.0 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

SETTATREE, GeorcE, Westwell, Kent, Grocer April 23 at 

.30 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 

Simpson, Joseru, Earl Shilton, Leicester, Grocer April 6at 
12.30 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Sinciair, Jouy Wit AM, Wootton Bassett, Wilts, Licensed 
Victualler April 4 at 11 Off Rec, 38, Regent cireus, 
Swindon 

Situ, Epwarp Tuomas, Church Gresley, Derby, Labourer 

April 4at 11.45 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on 


Shenae ,_ ae Wituramu, Grosmont, Mon, Farm Bailiff 
April 6 at10 2, Offa st, Hereford 

Tweppie, Tom, "Carlisle, Innkeeper April 7 at 12 

ff Rec, 34 Fisher st, Carlisle 

WALKER, CHARLES, Halton, Leeds, Gardener April 6 at 
12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Whiter, CressweELe Firzixrvert, Templecombe, nr 
Wincanton, Medical Practitioner April 6at 1 Off "Ree, 
Endless st, Salisbury : 

Witxixson, Lione, Bieninghes, China Merchant April 
7at11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Aru a LL, Sipyey Herpert, Shipton under Wrehwost, 
xford, , ae Oxford Pet March 2 Ord 


March > 
Baitey, AS Watford, matt, Grocer St Albans 
Pet March 18 Ord March 2 


Bakyetr, WILLIAM, Tunbrid; . Wali, Grocer Tunbridgo 
We et Feb 27 Ord March 23 

Beecu, Ra. Austin, Welverhampten, Coach Builder 
Wol verhampton Pet March 21 Ord March 21 

Booxer, ALbert, jun, East Preston, Sussex, Carman 

| Brighton Pet March23 Ord March 23 

| Briastocx, Cuares, Leicester, Boot Maker 
Pet March 25 Ord Marc’! 





Leicester 


Brooxe, Watrer, Bradford, + ela Assistant Bradford 
Pet ‘March 24 Ord h 24 iff 
James Hitry 1, cen, Glam, Fish Dealer Card 


Rryant, 
Pet March 23 O 
BuLwook, rts md March 23, Labourer Middles- 
bro Pet March 24 Ord March 24 
Butier, Tuomas, West Hartlepool, Boot Maker Sunder- 
land Pet March 23 Ord ch 23 
Curistre, WittiaAM Staves, Staines, Draper Kingston, 
Surrey Pet March 19 Ord March 25 » 
Cu ge Haney sor, Wisbech, Cambridge, " op 
Fitter slynn Pet March 23 Ord March 2! 
Dove Dayiev Creams alana, Tinner Wakelc 
‘et March 25 
Davies, Joun bh Viele, }ien Mon, Boot Maker 
sues March 23 arch 
Dusntre IDNEY Henpent, Sheffield, Tobacconist Sheffield 





Ord Marelr 5 Poole 
MR iy, A.zent, Wimborne, Dorset, Carpenter 
Pet March 17 ‘Ord March 23 
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/Zat 11 Of 
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‘ilts, Licensed 
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Wychwood, 
h 2 Ord 


St Albans 





Tunbridgo 
wh Builder 
| 21 
x, Carman 

Leicester 

Bradford 
ler Cardiff 

Middles- 








Sunder- 


Kingston, 
ige, Shop 
reh 23 





Wakefield 
ot Maker 





Sheftield 


x Poole 



























































April 4 1903. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


{Vol. 47.) 411 








——___ 
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he, | eee a Brer eton, one ’ Farmer Macclesfield 
hot Jl ey Bri ton, 
“add IL ? Café r 


GanDIsED, went Norwich, Tobacconist Norwich Pet 
March7 0 





rd March 24 
Hugporp, WILLIAM Gt Yarmouth, Dealer Gt Yarmouth 
Pet March 1 


9 Ord March 23 

eos, Launcetrot Caartes Witrrep, and Orro 
Hexzy ScHwerre, 

Court 


Garway md, P Wood 
Carvers Pet | Bey 23 ont Stench 33 
HsrvorD, ARTHUR, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet March 25 Ord March 25 
Hm.cox, bag Endell +t, Long Acre, Metal Merchant 
urt Pet March 25 Ord March 25 
IyGATE, ees Hatcuer, Harringay, Grocer Edmonton 
Feb 26 


Joxes, Harry, Gray’s inn rd, Cycle Agent High Court 
’ Pet Feb 25 Ord March 23 

Kasovsky, Marxs, Brick In, S Spitalfields, Tobacconist 
High Court Pet Feb11 Ord March 24 > 

Keane, Micuar., and James Keane, _ Maesteg, Builders 
Cardiff Pet March 23 Ord March : 

Keauniscu, Socomon, and Freperick, » SS Liverpool. 
{ndia Rubber Merchants Liverpool Pet Feb 27 Ord 


on, Glam, Innkeeper Pontypridd 


March 23 
Moncay, Base, J _—— 
Pet March 23 March 23 





Nessom, ARTHUR, » hest Salford Pet 
Feb 18 Ord March 23 

Newson, Grorce Wiriiam, North Lopham, eee 
Auctioneer Ipswich Pet March 10 Ord March 2 


Nyt, Gzore te ge pe oo Bast 
— Fish Dealer 


Parxer, SamurL, Chureh Gresley, Derby, 
Burton on Trent Pet March 23 Ord 
Parker, WALTER, New Radford, ————. Retninens 


Notti Pet March 23 

Peart, James WILLIAM WILSON, ? Gropdon, Livery Stable 
Keeper Croydon Pet March 14 Ord March i9 

Rarson, Henry, Chadwell Heath, Be, Chelnsford Pet 
Jan 29 Ord March 21 

Ruxsov, Tuomas Witiiam, King’s oy Carpenter 
King’s L Pet March 23 Ord March 23 

Rosixsox, Wiiu1am, Leeds, General Dealer Leeds Pet 
March 24 Ord March 24 

Norwich Pet 


Rowr, Joux, Watton, Norfolk, Tailor 
March 23 Ord 23 ; R 
sg Henry Suvutpsam, Brighton Brighton Ord 


Sisiey, oan BERT FREDERICK, bye Builder Brent- 
ford Pet Jan26 Ord March 

Skyz, wr ~ tp Mcatene Cardiff Pet March 
23 


SyELLING, pos seg Watrer, and Reoixatp Water 
SNELLING r, Tailors Sheffield Pet March 25 
‘Ord March 25 


Sraxtox, Tuomas Henny, Yardley, Worcester, Boot Dealer 
gham Pet March 19 Ord March 23 
Srew, Mark, Porth, Glam, Greengrocer Pontypridd Pet 
March 24 Ord March 24 


Tartorn, Atrrep, Brighton, Surveyor Pet 
Feb 20 Ord March 24 
Touzs, WituiAmM Joun Resiaen: Norwich, Licensed Vic- 
mttaer, Norwich Pet March 24 Ord March 24 : 
oxeR, Dixon, Wavertree, Liv 1, Baker Liv 
Pet March 17 Ord March 23 Sie ~ 
Waker, Cuaries, Halton, > Leeds, Gardener Leeds 
Pet March 24 Ord 
Wanvex, Tuomas, Leicester, Builder Leicester - Pet Feb 
2 Ord March 23 


Wuiuiams, Arruvur, Bilston, Stafford, Hatter Wolver- 
hampton Pet March 23 ’ Ord March 23 
London Gazeit:.—Turspay, March 31. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Aspersox, Joux, Whitby, York, Tobacconist Stockton on 
Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
Baxer, Francis Roperr, =p —<yz* Patentee Birming- 
ham Pet March 27 Ord March 
Baatscu, Gustave Herman, Saienanentty Hotel Manager 
Poole Pet March 26 Ord March % 
Camp, WiiuraM, and Grorcr Wasuinctox Coupe,” Pear- 
tree st, Goswell rd, } ae Sinkers High Court Pet 
28 Ord March 
Dart, WitLiAM Jony, Thornton Heath, Surrey, Commercial 
veller Croydon Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
Davipsox, Davin, Catford, Clerk Greenwich Pet March 
% Ord Mareh 27 


Sep Avice, ny Bury St Bas Beet Bury St Edmunds Pet 
— Davin, Sans Traits, Glam Cardiff Pet 
March 2: March 24 
Fiorayce, a. Witutam, Baker st High Court Pet 
2 Ord March 27 ¢ 
ie, Joux, j im North Shields Newcastle on Tyne Pet 
Guserr, Georce C, Harley pl, Marylebone rd High Court 
Pet Feb 9 Gatley wd 9 
Pr, Gzorcr Francis, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet 
h March 26 raiitioniie 
Reading, ©: erchant Read- 
rd March’ 


Brighton 


RD, Henry ALFRED, 
ing Pet March 27 27 
“se Halifax, Journeyman Baker Halifax 
Pet March 26° Ord March 26 
—- rt Peacock, Brixton, Journalist High Court 
Pet Feb 3 Ord March’'27 
| Pet are 2 —_ pm, Licensed Victualler 
Jouxsox ARTIN Sairu, Sydenham, *puilder Greenwich 
Pet March 24 Ord March 24 
Setaeren, Hater Newmarket Cambridge Pet March 
_ Mussrox, Auyrep, Newtown, Hotel Keeper Newtown 
Muse W bad Maseh E k High 
Rk, WILLiaM, w, Essex, Baker igh Court 
Pet March 12 Ord March 28 “ 


Ouver, Cuantes Tuomas, Tonbridge, Kent, Licensed Vic- 
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Pensick, Atsert Epwarpv, and Amos Heyry Tay or, 
Clacton on Sea, Builders Colchester Pet 27 
Ord March 27 

Roserts, Freperick James, Newport, Auctioneer New- 
port,Mon Pet 27 Ord o 

Rostnson, Rawrpnu, wae Malzeard, Sorte, Farmer 
Northallerton 2% Ord 


Pet March March 25 | 

Rywanp, a Daxiet, Trelewis, Glam, Collier Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet March 26 Ord March 26 } 

Srwarp. Pisce Henry, Sheffield, Confectioner Sheffield 
Pet March 28 Ord March 28 

Sitcox, ALsert, Bridgwater, ety Jobmaster Bridg- | 
water Pet Feb 12 Ord March 

Simons, Harry, Ystalyfera, Glam, _ ee Neath Pet 
March rd March 23 


o 
Ssuirn, ADA FLorence, Wi Boarding house Keeper 
Brighton Pet March March 26, Ovd March 36 


Sparx, Joux Fearxvuax. Tunbridge Wells, Coal Dealer 
Tunbridge Wells Pet March27 Ord March 27 


Tacrauam, Jostan, Speldhurst, Kent, Miller Tunbridge 
Wells Pet March 17. Ord March 97 


Ticeerpine, Joun ABRABAM, ing’ -~~-* Fen, Peterborough, 
Farm ee Peterborough Pet March 27 “Ord | 
Uruam, Grorcs, Merthyr Coal inde Merthyr 
Tyifil ‘Pet March 27 TO nt March 
Warnes, Jonn Wiiwiam, Shetiely Provision Dealer 
Pet March 26 Ord March 26 
Brasted, Sevenoaks, 


Farmer Tun- | 


ge et March 18 Ord March 27 
Watrens, io Cullompton, Devon, Farmer Excter 
Pet March 26 March 26 


Wickens, aa 
brid 


Hersert, Kidderminster, Clothier 
Pet March 27 Ord March 27 





Tunbridge Wells Pet March 3 Ord March 27 | 


Woorrox, Josrru 
Kidderminster 


| Davis, nh Wesiey, Wollaston, Worcester 
K c April 8 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Asusy, Joun, Lowestoft, Builder April 8at3 Off Rec, 8, 
King st, Norwich 
Baitey, Tuomas, Watford, Grocer April 8 at 3 Room 78, 
Tem chmbrs, Temple av 
ENJAMIN, jun, Dadley, Worcester, Grocer 
2 Off Ree, = Baerga gg te Dudley 
rege egg - a. April Sat 


April 9 at 12 


Baker, April 
Sat l 


Booker, ALuert, jun, 

12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bi 
Bariestock, Cuaat es, Leicester 

Off 


1, st, tt 
Burtier, Tuom As, West rye Bootmaker 
3 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 


~ 
April 8 at 


Curistre, Witg1am Sratves, Staines, Draper April 9 atl 
24, Railway app, London 
ConsTANTINE, ENRY Wewupox, and Francis ALraep 
ge Sheftield, Saw Makers April 9atil2 Off 
Ree, 5 
Goomnes ms Ricaxep pe Mavras, Exmouth April 16 at 
Off Rec, 9, Bedford cireus, Exeter 
Grane MarmMapu . Jouy, Burgess Hill, Sussex, Orchid 
Grower April 8 at 3 Of Bi Ree, 4, Pavilion bidgs, 
Brighton 
ee Dayiet Gaskeri, Wakefield, Tinner April 8 at 
li Ree, 6, Bond ter, ‘aketield 
+, Beerhouse 
atll Off Ree, 199, Wolverhampton st, 


D 
FLorance, ALrrep wee am Baker st 
Bankry Carey st 
Fraser, mam Harowp, Brighton, 
pril 8 at 12.30 Off Ree, 4, Pavilion b 
Frost, i oa i, North Shields, 
30, Mosley st, Newvastle on Tyne 


April 17 at 12 
Gate Eacerestor 
Sat 11.30 
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Gopparp, Nicnoras Witiam Kwyicutox, Aldrington, 
Essex, Builder April 8 at11 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, 
Brighton 

Goma, Rateu Hit, Bristol, Coal Merchant 
11.15 Off Ree, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Harsovur, 8, Brixton April 17 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

Harnrisoy, James, Halifax, Journeyman Baker April 8 at 
3 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Hawkins, Atrrep, Bristol, Builder April 8 at 11.30 
Ree, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Hears, Samver, Swansea, Baker 
31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Hotmes, Freperick James, Bath, Licensed Victualler 
April 8 at 12.15 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Hvutcmysox, W H, Leadenhall st April 16 at12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs. Carey st 

Jones, WitLiAM Georce, Birmingham, Hatter 
11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Lewis, Puitir, Horsham. Sussex, Bookbinder April 8 at 
2.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 

Marsnau, fErnest James, Godalming April 8at 230 24, 
Railway app, London Bridge 

Merrepvew, Freperick, Kingston on Thames, Joinery 


April 8 at 


Off 


April 9at 12 Off Ree, 


April 9 at 


Manufacturer April 9 at 11.30 24, Railway app, 
London Bridge 

Mostey, Witiiam Gerorce, Bangor, Bottling Stores 
Manager Apri] 8 at 2.45 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate 


row, Chester 

Morris, Maccoitm Srarrorp, Bristol, Butcher April 8 at 12 
Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Nersom, Artuur, Levenshulme, nr Manchester 
2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Ox ey, Josern, Elsecar, nr Barnsley, Yorks, Grocer 
9at10.15 Off Rec, 7, Regent st, Barnsley 

Pacmer, George Laker, Great Tower st, 
April 16 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Peart, James Wittiam Witson, Croydon, Livery Stable 
Keeper April 8 at 12.30 24, Railway app, Loaodon 
Bridge 

Pexroup, Freverick James, Dalston In, Licensed Victuall-r 
April 17 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Porrcestoxe, Cartes Epwarp, Tottenbam, Assistant 
Schoolmaster April 8 at 11.30 Off Rec, 95, Temple 
cbmbrs, Temple av 

Pore, v’AGroxp, Lov! 
Exhibition Agent 

RapvsepGe, Josereu Witiiam, Merthyr Tydfil, Builder 
April 9at12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Raysom, Taomas Witwuam, King’s Lynn, 
April 23 at 10.15 Court house, King’s Lynn 

Rayyer, F J, Slinfold, Sussex, Contractor April 9 at 2.30 
Off Rec, 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Simpson, Tnzorutius, Pepys rd, New Cross, House Agent 
April 16 at 12 Bankruptcy bl igs, Carey st 

Surra, Ava Frorexce, Worthiog April 9 at 11.30 Off 

, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Carey st 

STALLaBrass, JonaTHAN, Hoddesdon, Hertford, Butcher 
April 9 at 12 Shirehal], Hertford 

Srorrer, ‘Cuarves, Enfield, Brick Manufacturer 
at12 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

Stue.ey, Georce Artuve, Croydon, Cabinet Maker April 
9 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Swrrt, Cuarves Atsertr, and James Hiaotyson, Salford, 
Oil Merchants April 8at8 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 

Swineirr, Amos, Leicester, Baker April 8 at 3 Off Rec, 
i, idge st, Leicester 

Taytor, Atraep, Brighton, Surveyor April 8 at 11.30 
Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Watmsiey, Ans, and Freperick Watmstey, Burscough, 
Lanes, Grocers April 8 at 12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 
Liverpool 

Watrers, Putiir, Cullumpton, Devon, Farmer 
at 10.45 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Witusams, Artuve, Bilston, Stafford, Hatter Apri 8 at 
10.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Wiuramsonx, Joux, Widnes, Tailor April Sat 2 Off Rec, 
35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Woosxam, Bowen Porrixcenr, Bletchingley, Surrey April 
8at11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Yeouay, Frank, St Michael's rd, Bowes Park, Commercial 
Clerk April 8 at 11 Off Ree, 95, Temple chmbrs, 
Temple av 


April 8 at 
April 
Hay Dealer 


Emite, Hornchurch, 


Essex, 


Carpenter 


April 8 


Off 


April 16 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Souicirors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made direct w 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 





NEWCASTLE-UPON TYNE & GATES- 
HEAD GAS COMPANY. 


SALE OF FOUR PER CENT. PREFERENCE STOCK 
MINIMUM PRICE £102 10s, PER CENT. 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN, That it is the intention 
of the Directors to SELL BY TENDER, FIFTY 
THOUSAND POUNDS of the NEWCASTLE-UPON- 
TYNE and GATESHEAD GAS PREFERENCE STOCK, 
1901, entitled to a fixed Preferential Dividend of Fow 
Pounds per centum per annum, payable out of the profits of 
each year in priority to any Dividends on the Ordinary 
Stock, to be issued under the powers of the Company's Act 

of 1901. 
Particulars and forms of Tender may be obtained on 


( LENERAL, REVERSIONARY AND 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, 
26 PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 
Removep From 5 WHITEHALL.) 
Established 1836, and further empowered by Special Act of 
Parliament, 14 & 15 Vict. ec. 130. 
Share and Debenture Capital £619,870. 

Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans on 

Reversions made either at annual interest or for deferred 


No. 





charges. Policies Purchased. 
THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY. 
LIMITED 


(EsTaBLisuHED 1828), 
Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Personal 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,525. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
30, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY. 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 
Assets -« £155,006. 








CHAIRMAN: 
Sir HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, Barr., J.P., 
2, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, E.C. 

Prompt and Liberal Advances to Purchase, Build, or 
Improve Freehold, Leasehold, or Copyhold Property. 

Borrowers Interest 4 per cent. Monthly repayments, 
which include Principal, Premium, and Interest for each 
£100 : 10 years, £1 1s. 1d.; 12 years, 18s. 4d.; 15 years, 15s. 6d.; 
18 years, 14s. 2d.; 21 years, 12s. 11d. Survey Fee to £500, 


half-a-guinea. 
Prospectus free of FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 


FAALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
PRINTERS, LimiTeD, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


NORWICH STREET, FETTER LANE LONDUN E.C. 


BRAND'S 
MEAT JUICE 
FOR INVALIDS. 


Prepared from the Finest Meat only. 








In Flasks, price 2/6. 





SOLD EVERYWHERE. 





BRAND & CO., Limited, MAYFAIR, W. 
EK GYPTIAN HALL.—ENGLAND’S 
HOME OF MYSTERY. Established 30 years, 
Lessee and Manager, Mr. J. N. MASKELYNE. 
The 30th Christmas Programme. Daily at 3and8. The 
most marvellous and the merriest entertainment yet pro- 
duced, including a new and original Magical Romance, 


entitled 
THE PHILOSOPHER'S STONE, 


Written and invented by Mr. Nevil Maskelyne. 
New Wonders by Herr Valadon. 





application to the undersigned, and Tenders must be sent in | 


0 as to be received at the Office of the Company not later 
than 10 a.m. on Tuesday, Zist April, 1903. 
The Stock will be allotted to the highest tenderers, but no 


Tender will be accepted at a lower price than £102 10s. per | 


cent. THOMAS 
Office : 35, Grainger-street West, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne, 1st April, 1903. 


YADDOM, Secretary. 


All the gems of Animated Photography. 
Reserved and numbered seats, 5s. and 3s.; unreserved, 
2s,; best balcony in London, 1s. Children under 12, half- 
price. 


PULLe t, HORSEY, SONS, & CASSELL, 
11, BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, E.Cc. 
Established 1807. 
AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, AND SURVEYORS 


or 
MILLS AND MANUFACTORIES, 
PLANT AND MACHINERY, 
WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES, 
Telegraphic Address—‘ Futter, Horsey, Lonpon.”’ 
Telephone No. 746 Avenvr. 


WILLIS, CROUCH, & LEE, 


AUCTIONEERS & SURVEYORS, 








29, BASINGHALL STREET, E.C 
ESTABLISHED 1859, 
“Telegrams: “ Auctiasima, London.” 
Telephone: 782 Central, 





—=—= 
Sale Days for the Year 1903.—Messrs. 


PrABESROTHER, ELLIS, EGERTOy 
BREACH, GALSWORTHY, & CO. ‘ 

beg to announce that the undermentioned dates have beg 
fixed for their AUCTIONS of FREEHOLD, Copyhold, ayj 
Leasehold ESTATES, Reversions, Shares, Life In 
&c., at the AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C, 

Other appointments for intermediate Sales can also 
arranged. 

Thursday, April 23. 







Thursday, July 28. 


| 
Thursday, May 7. | Thursday, July 30, 
Thursday, May 14. | Thursday, August 6, 
Thursday, May 21. Thursday, September 9 
Thursday, June 4. Thursday, October 8, 
Tuesday, June 9. Thursday, October 22, 
Thursday, June 18. Thursday, November 19, 
Thursday, July 2. Thursday, November 9, 
Thursday, July 9. Thursday, December 3, 
Thursday, July 16. Thursday, December 10; 


A List of forthcoming Sales by Auction is published jp 
the advertisement columns of ‘ The Times,”’ “ Standard," 
and ‘‘ Morning Post ” every Saturday. 

Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, & Co. also issue on the Istof 
every Month a SCHEDULE OF PROPERTIES TO BE 
LET OR SOLD, comprising landed and residential estates, 
farms, freehold and leasehold houses, town and county 
building land, City offices and warehouses, ground-rents, 
and investments generally, which will be forwarded fre 
of charge on application to their Offices, No. 29, Fleet. 
street, Temple-bar, E.C. 





PERIODICAL SALES 
ESTABLISHED 1843. 
M ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
L (successors to Marsh, Milner, & Co.) conduc 
PERIODICAL SALES of 
REVERSIONS (Absolute and Contingent), 
LIFE INTERESTS and ANNUITIES, 
LIFE POLICIES, 
Shares and Debentures, 
Mortgage Debts and Bonds, and 
Kindred Interests, . 
on the FIRST and THIRD THURSDAYS in each month 
throughout the year, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C. 
The appointments fixed for 1903 are as follows: 
Thursday, April 16. Thursday, Sept. 3. 
Thursday, May 7. | Thursday, Sept. 17. 
‘Thursday, May 21. Thursday, Oct. 1. 
Thursday, June 4. Thursday, Oct. 15. 
” ursday, June 18. Thursday, Nov. 5. 

4 ~day, July 2. Thursday, Nov. 19. 

T. esday, July 16. Thursday, Dec. 3. 
Thdysday, Aug. 6. Thursday, Dee. 17. 
Thursday, Aug. 20. 

Offices, 6, Poultry, London, E.C. Telephone No. 999 Bank, 

Telegrams, ‘‘ Invariably, London.” 





PERIODICAL PROPERTY AUCTIONS. 
N ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
beg to announce that their PROPERTY AUCTIONS 
are held at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on the first and 
third Wednesdays in every month throughout the year, 
The dates fixed for the year 1903 are :— 
Wednesday, April 15. Wednesday, Sept. 2. 
Wednesday, May 6. Wednesday, Sept. 16. 
Wednesday, Mc 0. Wednesday, Oct. 7. 
Wednesday, Ju Wednesday, Oct. 21. 
Wednesday, June Wednesday, Nov. 4. 
Wednesday, July .. Wednesday, Nov. 18. 
Wednesday, July 15. Wednesday, Dec. 2. 
Wednesday, Aug. 5. Wednesday, Dec. 16. 
Wednesday, Aug. 19. 
Vendors, solicitors, and trustees having properties for 
sale are respectfully invited to communicate with the 
Auctioneers, at their Offices, 6, Poultry, London, E.C. 





Telephone No. 999 Bank. Telegrams: “ Invariably, 
London.”’ 
MESSRS. STIMSON & SONS, 


Auctioneers, Surveyors, and Valuers, 
Land, House, and Estate Agents, 
8, MOORGATE STREET, BANK, E.C., 


AND 
2, NEW KENT ROAD, S8.E. 
(Opposite the Elephant and Castle). 

\ UCTION SALES are held at the MART, 
Tokenhouse-yard, City, nearly every THURSDAY, 
and on other days as occasion may require. ee 
STIMSON & SONS undertake SALES and LETTINGS 
by PRIVATE TREATY, Valuations, Surveys, Negotiation 
of Mo , Receiverships in Chancery, References and 
Arbitrations, the Adjustment of Compensation and other 
Claims, Sales by Auction of Furniture and Stock, Collection 

of Rents, &c. : 
Separate Lists of Property, Ground-rents for Sale, and 
Houses, Premises, &c., to be Let, are issued on the 1st of 
each month; and can he had tis on application, or 
free by post for two stamps. No charge for insertion. 

Telegraphic address, “‘ yvabo, London.”’ 


To Investors, Solicitors, and Trustees. 





~—_ ’ 
ESSRS. ASHLEY GORDON & ©0.’8 
REGISTER contains particulars of sound Invest- 
ments for Sale Privately, including Freehold and Lease- 
hold Shop Property, Houses and Ground Rents, to suit 
large or small buyers, also Building Land.-Post free. 


Vendor's Solicitors are invited to send particulars. 


Orrices ; 88, OLD BOND STREET, W. 
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